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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 


THURSDAY, JULY 23, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTER ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Houstrne, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in room 5302, New 
Senate Office Building, at 10:05 a.m., Senator John J. Sparkman 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Sparkman, Fulbright, Douglas, Clark, Williams, 
Muskie, Capehart, Bush, Beall. 

a present: Senator Proximire and Javits, and Congressman 
Miller. 

Senator SparKMANn. Let the committee come to order, please. 

We hope to have a rather full attendance of the subcommittee, but 
some of the members will be here later. However, I think we had 
better get started. 

In the fall of 1957, this subcommittee held extensive hearings 
designed to develop information regarding the adequacy of Federal 
programs to assist slum clearance and urban renewal projects in 
cities and towns all over the country. Recommendations growing 
out of these hearings, together with proposals from many bills, in- 
cluding administration bills, were combined in S. 4035, the Housing 
Act of 1958. 

S. 4035 passed the Senate on July 11, 1958, and was subsequently 
amended in several respects by the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency of the House of Representatives. Under parliamentary con- 
ditions, advocated by administration supporters and which required 
approval by two-thirds of the House, S. 4035 lacked six votes of the 
number required for passage; that is, two-thirds. As a result, there 
was no general housing bill in 1958. 

On January 9, 1959, I introduced S. 57, which in all major respects 
was identical with S. 4035 as it passed the Senate on Sale 11, 1958. 
S. 57 was thoroughly considered in hearings and executive sessions 
of the Committee on Banking and Currency, and in debate on the 
floor of the Senate. After modification in committee and on the floor, 
S. 57 passed the Senate on February 5, 1959. 

Subsequently, the bill was considered and amended in the House 
of Representatives and was referred to a conference committee of the 
Senate and the House. The conference committee compromised their 
differences. The conference report was approved by the Senate on 
June 22, 1959, and by the House on June 23, 1959. 


1 





bo 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S&S. 57% 


On July 7, the President returned S. 57 to the Senate without his 
approval, aot his veto message has been printed as Senate Docu- 
ment No. 34. The President’s message was referred to the Subcom- 
mittee on Housing on July 15, along with the bill, S. 57. 

These hearings are for the specific purpose of considering the Presi- 
dent’s message, which includes S. 57 and incorporates by reference the 
administration bills,S.65 and S. 612. At the request. of Senator Bush, 
the hearings will also include consideration of S. 2378, introduced by 
Senators Bush, Bennett, and Dirksen, on July 14, 19: 59. 

Personally, I was shocked and bewildered by the tone and the sub- 
stance of the President’s message. This message characterizes the 
hous sing bill as “extravagant,” “inflationary,” “discriminatory,” and 

“unnecessary.” I emphatic ally deny that the housing bill can be ac- 
curately described by any of these extreme and intemperate catch- 
words. 

The words of the President have been repeated in the press, without 
qualification ; and the public, quite naturally and innocently, has tended 
to rely upon this one-sided account of the housing bill. 

I hope that these hearings will reveal both sides of the story and that 
both sides of the story can come to the attention of the public. At the 
end of these hearings the committee will consider whether we shall 
recommend that S. 57 be enacted into law, notwithstanding Presi- 
dential disapproval, or whether we shall draft and recommend enact- 
ment of another bill which we consider adequate to provide homes for 
American families. 

Today, our witnesses will represent the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

I hope these gentlemen can explain to us, in detail, why the housing 
bill was not acceptable to the President and what would be acceptable 
tohim. The hearings will be continued tomorrow and will resume on 
Monday and run through Friday of next week. 

At this time I should like to make a part of the record the following: 
The President’s veto message including S. 57 as it passed the Congress. 
Second, S. 65 and S. 612 which were the administration bills introduced 
earlier in this year and incorporated by reference in the President’s 


message. Third, S. 2378 included in the hearings at the request of 
Senator Bush. 


(The documents referred to follow :) 
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86TH CONGRESS | SENATE DocuMENT 
Ist Session No. 34 


HOUSING ACT OF 1959—VETO MESSAGE 


MESSAGE 


FROM 


THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


RETURNING 


WITHOUT APPROVAL THE BILL (S. 57) ENTITLED “AN ACT TO 
EXTEND AND AMEND LAWS RELATING TO THE PROVISION AND 
IMPROVEMENT OF HOUSING AND THE RENEWAL OF URBAN 
COIMMUNITIES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES” 


Jury 7, 1959.—Read; ordered to lie on the table and to be printed 


To the Senate of the United States: 


I am returning herewith, without my approval, S. 57, an act to 
extend and amend laws relating to the provision and improvement of 
housing and the renewal of urban communities, and for other purposes. 

For many months I have been looking forward to approving a 
sound and constructive housing bill. New homes are now being 
built at near record rates. I had hoped to receive from the Congress 
legislation that would further advance the cause of better housing 
for Americans within the limits of fiscal responsibility. 

To my disappointment, the Congress has instead presented me 
with a bill so excessive in the spending it proposes, and so defective 
in other respects, that it would do far more damage than good. 

First, the bill is extravagant and much of the spending it authorizes 
is unnecessary. Its spending authorizations total a minimum of 
$2.2 billion—all of which would be available for commitment without 
further congressional or Presidential action. The comparable budget 
recommendations of the administration totaled $810 million. 
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its authorizations of $900 million for urban renewal—telescoped 
into 2 years—are excessive. 

Even though we have over 100,000 previously authorized public 
housing units as yet unbuilt, the bill would authorize 190,000 more. 

A new program of direct Federal lending is authorized for housing 
for elderly persons when needs in this area can be adequately met by 
srivate funds invested under the protection of Federal insurance. 

he college housing loan program would be continued with increased 
authorizations at interest rates below the cost of money to the Treasury 
and a new program for college classrooms and related academic 
facilities at the same subsidy interest rates would be started. Although 
the amounts initially authorized for the latter program would be 
relatively small, the eventual demand for these loans would reach 
staggering proportions. To the extent that these and other programs 
merely displace private financing they lead to Federal spending that is 
entirely unnecessary. 

Second, the bill is inflationary. The spending authorizations of 
S. 57, taken together with other seriously objectionable provisions, 
would be inflationary and therefore an obstacle to constructive prog- 
ress toward better housing for Americans. One of the most damag- 
ing effects of inflation is that it dries up the sources of long-term credit. 
There is perhaps no industry in the Nation more heavily dependent for 
its operations on long-term funds borrowed at reasonable rates of 
interest than the housing industry. We have made good progress in 
the fight against inflation but we cannot win that fight if we add one 
spending program to another, without thought of how they are going 
to be paid for, and invite deficits in times of general prosperity. No 
one can gain from a fiscal policy of this inflationary type—least of all, 
the housing industry. 

Third, the bill would tend to substitute Federal spending for private 
investment. Many provisions of the bill, instead of stimulating private 
investment, would drive private credit from areas where it is urgently 
needed. 

The requirement that the Federal National Mortgage Association 
buy mortgages at par under its special assistance program, regardless 
of the price that these mortgages command in the open market, 
would have this effect. 

So also would the provision of the bill limiting the fees that FNMA 
may charge when purchasing mortgages. 

The provisions authorizing college housing and college classroom 
loans at subsidized interest rates, additional Federal purchases of 
cooperative housing mortgages and a new program of short-term loans 
by the Federal Government on the security of mortgages would simi- 
larly substitute public for private financing. 

Fourth, the bill places needless limitations on the FHA program and 
contains provisions that would impair FHA’s soundness. Instead of 
removing the wholly unnecessary limit on the amount of the mortgage 
insurance authority of the Federal Housing Administration, the bill 
would continue these important programs on an uncertain, hand-to- 
mouth basis. 

Through lower downpayments and longer maturities the bill would 
introduce underwriting provisions of questionable soundness into a 
number of FHA’s loan insurance programs. 
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Fifth, the bill contains provisions which are discriminatory and unfair. 
The way the bill is written a few large cities, by making early applica- 
tion, could tie up all the funds available under the urban renewal 
program. The Administration would be specifically prohibited from 
preventing this discrimination against our smaller cities which have 
a entered the program or which do not have large planning 
stalis. 

Under present law cities can count streets and other local improve- 
ments, which they had already intended to construct, as a part of 
their share of the costs of an urban renewal project. S. 57 would 
extend these credits retroactively to include such improvements made 
by cities up to 5 years before commencement of the project. As it 
is, the local cash contribution has averaged only about 14 percent of 
the cost. of acquiring and preparing a project site for development. 
S. 57 would reduce such contributions even further. 

* * * 


In view of these defects, I have withheld my approval from this bill. 

There remains, however, a need for the enactment in this session 
of the Congress of legislation, such as I recommended last January, 
which will carry forward our important housing programs on a sound 
basis: 

1. The insurance authority of the Federal Housing Adminis- 
tration, which does not involve the lending of Federal funds and 
does not cost the taxpayer a cent, is nearly exhausted. Addi- 
tional mortgage insurance authority should be granted by elimi- 
nating the ceiling on this authority. 

2. The Federal Housing Administration program for insurance 
of property-improvement loans, which expires September 30, 
1959, should be extended at least through this fiscal year. 

3. The Federal Housing Administration program for insurance 
of Capehart military housing loans expired on June 30, 1959, and 
should be extended for 1 year. 

4, The voluntary home mortgage credit program, which expires 
July 31, 1959, should also be continued. 

5. Authorizations for urban renewal grants should be replen- 
ished, the local share of the costs should be increased, and the 
college housing program proposed in the budget message should 
be enacted. 

6. The statutory interest rate ceilings governing mortgages 
insured under the Federal Housing Administration’s regular 
rental housing and cooperative housing programs should be raised. 

Legislation along these lines will help make private housing funds 
available for investment in housing and related construction, will 
promote the effective use of the resources and energies of State and 
local governments in housing and urban renewal activities, and will 
allow the Federal Government to play its part in a truly constructive 
and noninflationary manner. This is the way to provide more and 
better housing for the American people. 


Dwieat D. E1seNHOWER. 
Tue Wuire Hovss, July 7, 1959. 
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8. 57 


E1cuty-stxtH CoNGREsSS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AT THE First 
Session, BeEGuN aNnp HeELp at THE City oF WASHINGTON ON WEDNESDAY, 
THE SEVENTH Day or JANUARY, ONE THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED AND Firty- 
NINE 


AN ACT To extend and amend laws relating to the provision and improvement of housing and the renewal 
of urban communities, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘‘Housing Act 


of 1959”. 
TITLE I—FHA INSURANCE PROGRAMS 
PROPERTY IMPROVEMENT LOANS 


Sec. 101. Section 2(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by striking out 
“September 30, 1959” and inserting in lieu thereof “October 1, 1960’, 


BECTION 203 RESIDENTIAL HOUSING INSURANCE 


Sec. 102. (a)(1) Section 203(b)(2) of the National Housing Act is amended 
by striking out all that precedes the first semicolon and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

(2) Involve a principal obligation (including such initial service charges, ap- 
praisal, inspection, and other fees as the Commissioner shall approve) in an 
amount not to exceed $22,500 in the case of property upon which there is located 
a dwelling designed principally for a one-family residence; or $25,000 in the case 
of a two-family residence (whether or not such one- or two-family residence may 
be intended to be rented temporarily for school purposes)” 

(2) Section 203(b) (2) of such Act is further amended— 

(A) by striking out “85 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘90 
per centum”’; and 

(B) by striking out ‘$16,000’ each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘$18,000’. 

(3) Section 203(b)(2) of such Act is further amended by inserting after “unless 
the construction of the dwelling was completed more than one year prior to the 
application for mortgage insurance”’ the following: “or the dwelling was approved 
for guaranty, insurance, or direct loan under chapter 37 of title 38, United States 
Code, prior to the beginning of construction’. 

(b) Section 203(b)(3) of such Act is amended by striking out ‘thirty years” 
and inserting in lieu thereof thirty-five years’. 

(c) Section 203(b)(8) of such Act is amended by striking out the period at the 
end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a colon and the following: ‘Provided, 
That such 85 per centum limitation shall not be applicable if the mortgagor and 
mortgagee assume responsibility in a manner satisfactory to the Commissioner 
for the reduction of the mortzage by an amount not less than 15 per centum of the 
outstanding principal amount thereof in the event the mortgaged property is not, 
prior to the due date of the eighteenth amortization payment of the mortgaze, 
sold to a purchaser acceptable to the Commissioner who is the occupant of the 
property and who assumes and agrees to pay the mortgage indebtedness.” 


LOW-COST HOUSING IN OUTLYING AREAS 


Sec. 103. Section 203(i) of the National Housing Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out ‘‘$8,000” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘39,0007’; 

(2) by inserting after “97 per centum” the following: ‘‘(or, in any ease 
where the dwelling is not approved for mortzage insurance prior to the 
beginning of construction, unless the construction of the dwelling was com- 
pleted more than one year prior to the application for mortgage insurance 
or the dwelling was approved for guaranty, insurance or direct loan under 
chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code, prior to the beginning of con- 
struction, 90 per centum)’’; 

(3) by striking out “, and which is approved for mortgage insurance 
prior to the beginning of construction” and “the construction of’’; and 

(4) by striking out the comma following the word “highway” and every- 
thing that follows and inseriing period in lieu thereof. 
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SECTION 207 RENTAL HOUSING INSURANCE 


Src. 104. (a) Section 207(c)(1) of the National Housing Act is amended by 
striking out “$12,500,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$20,000,000”. 

(b) Section 207 (c) (3) of such Act is amended by striking out— 

(1) “$2,250” each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “$2,500”; 

(2) “$8, 100” each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “$9, 000”; 

(3) “go 700” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$3,000’; 

(4) “gg! 400” and inserting in lieu thereof “gg 400”: 

(5) “$1, 000 per room” and inserting in lieu thereof “$1,250 per room” 

(6) “$1,000 per space” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,500 per space”’; ‘ina 

(7) “$300,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$500,000. 

(c) The last paragraph of section 207(c) of such Act is amended by striking out 
“44 per centum per annum”’ and inserting in lieu thereof “544 per centum per 
annum” 

(d) Section 207 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsestion: 

“(r) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Commissioner is 
authorized to include in any mortgage insured under any title of this Act after 

the effective date of the Housing Act ‘of 1959 a provision requiring the mortgagor 

to pay a service charge to the Commissioner in the event such mortgage is assigned 
to and held by the Commissioner. Such service charge shall not exceed the 
amount prescribed by the Commissioner for mortgage insurance premiums 
applicable to such mortgage.” 

(e) Section 207 of such Act is further amended— 

(1) by striking out ‘(except provisions relating to housing for elderly 
persons)” and ‘(except with respect to housing designed for elderly persons, 
with occupancy preference therefor, as provided in the paragraph following 
paragraph (3) of subsection (c))” in subsection (b); 

(2) by striking out in subsection (c) the unnumbered paragraph following 
paragraph (3); and 

(3) by striking out “section 210 and section 213” in both places where it 


appears in subsection (f) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘sections 
210, 213, 231, and 232”. 


COOPERATIVE HOUSING INSURANCE 


Sec. 105. (a) Section 213(b)(1) of the National Housing Act is amended by 
striking out ‘‘$12,500,000” and inserting in lieu thereof $20,000,000” 

(b) Section 213(b)(2) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) not to exceed, oa such part of the property or project as may be attrib- 
utable to dwelling use, $2,500 per room (or $9,000 per family unit if the number 
of rooms in such property or project is less than four per family unit), and not 
to exceed 97 per centum of the amount which the Commissioner estimates will 
be the replacement cost of the property or project when the proposed physical 
improvements are completed: Provided, That as to projects which consist of 

elevator type structures the oe may, in his discretion, increase the 
dollar amount limitation of $2,500 per room to not to exceed $3,000 per room 
and the dollar amount limitation of $9,000 per family unit to not to exceed 
$9,400 per family unit, as the case may be, to compensate for the higher costs 
incident to the construction of elevator-type structures of sound standards of 
construction and design: Provided further, That the Commissioner may, by 
regulation, increase any of the foregoing dollar amount limitations by not to 
exceed $1,250 per room, without regard to the number of rooms being less than 
four, or four or more, in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels so 
require: Provided further, That in the case of a mortgagor of the character de- 
scribed in paragraph (3) of subsection (a) the mortgage shall involve a principal 
obligation in an amount not to exceed 85 per centum of the amount which the 
Commissioner estimates will be the replacement cost of the property or project 
when the proposed physical improvements are completed: And provided further, 
That upon the sale of a property or project by a mortgagor of the character 
described in paragraph (3) of subsection (a) to a nonprofit cooperative ownership 
housing corporation or trust within two years after the completion of such prop- 
erty or project the mortgage given to finance such sale shall involve a principal 
obligation in an amount not to exceed the maximum amount computed in ac- 
cordance with this subsection without regard to the preceding proviso.” 
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(c) Section 213(d) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
sentence as follows: ‘Property held by a corporation or trust of the character 
described in paragraph numbered (2) of subsection (a) of this section which is 
covered by & mortgage insured under this section may include such community 
facilities, and property held by a mortgagor of the character described in para- 
graph numbered (3) of subsection (a) of this section which is covered by a mort- 
gage insured under this section may include such commercial and community fa- 
cilities, as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants.” 

(d) The first sentence of section 213(d) of such Act is amended (1) by striking 
out ‘4% per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘544 per centum’’, and (2) by 
striking out “5 per centum”’ and inserting in lieu thereof “5% per centum’’. 

(e) Section 213 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

“‘(i) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to prevent the insurance of a mort- 
gage executed by a mortgagor of the character described in paragraph (1) of 
subsection (a) of this section covering property upon which dwelling units and 
related facilities have been constructed prior to the filing of the application for 
mortgage insurance hereunder: Provided, That the Commissioner determines that 
the consumer interest is protected and that the mortgagor will be a consumer 
cooperative. In the case of properties other than new construction, the limita- 
tions in this section upon the amount of the mortgage shall be based upon the 
appraised value of the property for continued use as a cooperative rather than 
upon the Commissioner’s estimate of the replacement cost. As to any project 
on which construction was commenced after the effective date of this subsection, 
the mortgage on such project shall be eligible for insurance under this section 
only in those cases where the construction was subject to inspection by the Com- 
missioner and where there was compliance with the provisions of section 212 of 
this title. As to any project on which construction was commenced prior to the 
effective date of this subsection, such inspection, and compliance with the pro- 
visions of section 212 of this title, shall not be a prerequisite.” 


INCREASED MORTGAGE AMOUNTS IN ALASKA, GUAM, AND HAWAII 


Sec. 106. The first sentence of section 214 of the National Housing Act is 
amended by inserting after “‘maximum or maxima otherwise applicable’ the 
following: ‘‘(including increased mortgage amounts in geographical areas where 
cost levels so require)’’. 


FHA MORTGAGE INSURANCE AUTHORIZATION 


Sec. 107. (a) Section 217 of the National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out ‘$7,000,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$12,000,000,000”’. 

(b) Section 217 of such Act is amended, effective July 1, 1959, by (1) striking 
out “July 1, 1956’, and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1959’’, and (2) striking 
out “$12,000,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$5,000,000,000”, 


REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISION 
Src. 108. Section 218 of the National Housing Act is repealed, 


SECTION 220 MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Sec. 109. (a)(1) Clause (i) of subsection (d)(3)(A) of section 220 of the Na- 
tional Housing Act is amended by striking out all that precedes the second 
semicolon and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

““(A)(i) involve a principal obligations (including such initial service 
charges, appraisal, inspection, and other fees as the Commissioner shall 
approve) in an amount not to exceed $22,500 in the case of property upon 
which there is located a dwelling designed principally for a one-family resi- 
dence; or $25,000 in the case of a two-family residence; or $30,000 in the case 
of a three-family residence’’. 

(2) Clause (i) of subsection (d)(3)(A) of section 220 of such Act is further 
amended— 

(A) by striking out ‘85 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘90 
per centum”’; and 

(B) by striking out “$16,000” each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘$18,000”. 
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(3) Subsection (d) (3) (A) (ii) of section 220 of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the semicolon at the end thereof a colon and the following: ‘‘Provided, That 
such 85 per centum limitation shall not be applicable if the mortgagor and mort- 
gagee assume responsibility in a manner satisfactory to the Commissioner for 
the reduction of the mortgage by an amount not less than 15 per centum of the 
outstanding principal amount thereof in the event the mortgaged property is not, 
prior to the due date of the eighteenth amortization payment of the mortgage, sold 
to a purchaser acceptable to the Commissioner who is the occupant of the property 
and who assumes and agrees to pay the mortgage indebtedness’’. 

(b) Subsection (d) (3) (B)(i) of section 220 of such Act is amended by striking 
out ‘'$12,500,000” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$20,000,000’’. 

(c) Subsection (d) (3) (B) (iii) of section 220 of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out $2,250” each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘$2,500’’; 

(2) by striking out “$8,100” each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘$9,000’’; 

(3) by striking out $2,700” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$3,000’; 

(4) by striking out ‘$8,400’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$9,400’; and 

(5) by striking out “‘$1,000” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,250”’. 

(d) Subsection (d) (3) (B) (iii) of section 220 of such Act is further amended by 
inserting after ‘‘dwelling use’”’ the following: ‘(excluding exterior land improve- 
ments as defined by the Commissioner)”’. 

(e) Subsection (d)(3)(B) of section 220 of such Act is further amended by 
striking out ‘‘and”’ at the end of clause (ii), by striking out the period at the end 
of clause (iii) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘; and’’, and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new clause: 

“(iv) include such nondwelling facilities as the Commissioner deems ade- 
quate to serve the needs of the occupants of the property and of other housing 
in the neighborhood.”’ 


SECTION 221 RELOCATION HOUSING MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Sec. 110. (a)(1) The first paragraph of section 221(a) of the National Housing 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

“This section is designed to supplement systems of mortgage insurance under 
other provisions of the National Housing Act in order to assist (1) in relocating 
families from urban renewal areas, (2) in relocating families to be displaced as 
the result of governmental action in a community respecting which (A) the Hous- 
ing and Home Finance Administrator has made the certification to the Commis- 
sioner provided for by subsection 101(c) of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, 
or (B) there is being carried out a project covered by a Federal aid contract 
executed, or prior approval granted, by the Housing and Home Finance Adminis- 
trator under title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, before the effective 
date of the Housing Act of 1954, or (C) there is being carried out an urban renewal 
project assisted under section 111 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, and 
(3) in relocating families residing in the environs of a community described in 
clause (2) which are to be displaced as the result of governmental action.” 

(2) The second paragraph of section 221(a) of such Act is amended— 

(A) by striking out all that precedes the first colon and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: ‘‘ Mortgage insurance under this section shall be avail- 
able only in those localities, communities, or environs of communities, which 
shall have requested such mortgage insurance to be provided’’; 

(B) by striking out “in any such community” in the second proviso and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘in or near any such community”; 

(C) by striking out “(1)” in the third proviso and inserting in lieu thereof 
**(2)(A)”’; and 

(D) by striking out ‘(1)’, ‘‘(2)’’, and ‘(3)’, wherever they appear in the 
last proviso, and inserting in lieu thereof respectively ‘‘(2)(A)’’, ‘‘(2)(B)”, 
and “(2)(C)”’. 

(3) Section 101(c) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking out “‘if 
the mortgaged property is in a community referred to in clause (2) of section 
221(a) of said Act’’, and inserting in lieu thereof “if the mortgaged property is in 
an area described in clause (3) of section 221(a) of said Act, or in a community 
referred to in clause (2)(B) of said section”’. 

(4) Section 101(c) of the Housing Act of 1949 is further amended by striking 
out “‘in a community” in clause (iii) of the last proviso. 

(b) Section 221(d)(2) of the National Housing Act is amended to read as 
follows: 
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(2) be secured by property upon which there is located a dwelling con- 
forming to applicable standards prescribed by the Commissioner under 
subsection (f) of this section, and meeting the requirements of all State laws, 
or local ordinances or regulations, relating to the public health or safety, 
zoning, or otherwise, which may be applicable thereto, and shall involve a 
principal obligation (including such initial service charges, appraisal, inspec- 
tion, and other fees as the Commissioner shall approve) in an amount (A) 
not to exceed (i) $10,000 in the case of a property upon which there is located 
a dwelling designed principally for a single-family residence, except that the 
Commissioner may by regulation increase this amount to not to exceed 
$12,000 in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels so require, 
(ii) $18,000 in the case of a property upon which there is located a dwelling 
principally designed for a two-family residence, except that the Commissioner 
may by regulation increase this amount to not to exceed $20,000 in any 
geographical area where he finds that cost levels so require, (iii) $25,000 in 
the case of a property upon which there is located a dwelling designed prin- 
cipally for a three-family residence, except that the Commissioner may by 
regulation increase this amount to not to exceed $27,500 in any geograplical 
area where he finds that cost levels so require, (iv) $52,000 in the case of a 
property upon which there is located a dwelling designed principally for a 
four-family residence, except that the Commissioner may by regulation 
increase this amount to not to exceed $35,000 in any geographical area 
where he finds that cost levels so require; and (B) not to exceed the appraised 
value (as of the date the mortgage is accepted for insurance) of any such 
property, less such amount, in the ease of any mortgagor, as may be necessary 
to comply with the succeeding provisos: Provided, That if the mortgagor is 
the owner and an occupant of the property at the time of the insurance, he 
shall have paid on account of the property at least (i) $200 in the case of a 
single-family dwelling, (ii) $400 in the case of a two-family dwelling, (iii) 
$600 in the case of a three-familv dwelling, and (iv) $800 in the case of a 
four-family dwelling, in cash or its equivalent, which amount may include 
amounts to cover settlement costs and initial payments for taxes, hazard 
insurance, mortgage insurance premium, and other prepaid expenses: Provided 
further, That nothing contained herein shal! preclude the Commissioner from 
issuing a commitment to insure, and insuring a mortgage pursuant thereto, 
where the mortgagor is not the owner and an occupant of the property, if 
the property is to be built or acquired and repaired or rehabilitated for sale, 
and the insured mortgage financing is required to facilitate the construction, 
or the repair or rehabilitation, of the dwelling and to provide financing 
pending the subsequent sale thereof to a qualified owner who is also an oc- 
cupant thereof, but in such instances the mortgage shall not exceed 85 per 
centum of the appraised value: And provided further, That the Commissioner 
shall prescribe such procedures as in his judgment are necessary to secure to 
families, referred to in subsection (a) above, priorities in occupancy of the 
remaining units of two-, three-, and four-family dwellings after occupancy 
of one unit by the owner; or’’. 


(c) Section 221(d) of such Act is further amended— 


(1) by striking out “$9,009” and “$10,000” in paragraph (3) and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘‘$10,000” and ‘$12,000’, resnectively; 

(2) by striking out of paragraph (3) ‘“‘not in excess of the Commissioner’s 
estimate of the value of the property or project when constructed, or repaired 
and rehabilitated, for use as rental accommodations for ten or more families 
eligible for occupancy as provided in this section; and’, and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘not in excess of (1) in the case of new construction, the amount 
which the Commissioner estimates will be the replacement cost of the prop- 
erty or project when the proposed improvements are completed (the replace- 
ment cost may include the land, the proposed physical improvements, 
utilities within the boundaries of the land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest 
during construction, and other miscellaneous charges incident to construction 
and approved by the Commissioner), or (2) in the case of repair and rehabil- 
itation, the Commissioner’s estimate of the value of the property when the 
proposed repair and rehabilitation is completed: Provided, That such property 
or project, when constructed, or repaired and rehabilitated, shall be for use 
as rental accommodations for ten or more families eligible for occupancy as 
provided in this section; or’’; and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5) and inserting after 
paragraph (3) the following new paragraph: 
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*(4) if executed by a mortgagor which is not a nonprofit organization, and 
which is approved by the Commissioner— 

“(ij) not exceed $12,500,000; 

“(ii) not exceed $10,000 per family unit for such part of such property 
or project as may be attributable to dwelling use, except that the Com- 
missioner may by regulation increase this amount to not to exceed 
$12,000 in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels so 
require; 

“‘(jii) not exceed (in the case of a property or project approved for 
mortgage insurance prior to the beginning of construction) 90 per 
centum of the amount which the Commissioner estimates will be the 
replacement cost of the property or project when the proposed improve- 
ments are completed (the replacement cost may include the land, the 
proposed physical improvements, utilities within the boundaries of the 
land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest during construction, and other 
miscellaneous charges incident to construction and approved by the 
Commissioner, and shall include an allowance for builder’s and sponsor’s 
profit and risk of 10 per centum of all of the foregoing items, except the 
land, unless the Commissioner, after certification that such allowance 
is unreasonable, shall by regulation prescribe a lesser percentage); and 

‘““(iv) not exceed 90 per centum of the Commissioner’s estimate of the 
value of the property or project when the proposed repair and rehabilita- 
tion is completed if the proceeds of the mortgage are to be used for the 
repair and rehabilitation of a property or project: 

Provided, That such property or project when constructed, or repaired and 
rehabilitated, shall be for use as rental accommodations for ten or more 
families eligible for oecupany as provided in this section: And provided further, 
That the Commissioner may, in his discretion, require the mortgagor to be 
regulated or restricted as to rents or sales, charges, capital structure, rate of 
return, and methods of operation, and for such purpose the Commissioner 
may make such contracts with and acquire for not to exceed $100 such stock or 
interest in any such mortgagor as the Commissioner may deem necessary to 
render effective such restrictions or regulations, with such stock or interest 
being paid for out of the Section 221 Housing Insurance Fund and being 
required to be redeemed by the mortgagor at par upon the termination of all 
obligations of the Commissioner under the insurance; and’’. 

(d) Section 221(f) of such Act is amended by inserting the following before the 
period at the end thereof: ‘‘and may include such commercial and community 
facilities as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants’’. 

(e) Section 221(g)(2) of such Act is amended by striking out ‘paragraph (3)” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘paragraph (3) or (4)”’. 

(f) Section 212(a) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: ‘‘The provisions of this section shall apply to the insurance 
under section 221 of any mortgage described in subsection (d) (4) thereof.” 


SERVICEMEN’S HOUSING MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Src. 111. Section 222(b) of the National Housing Act is amended— 
(1) by inserting “or 203(i)” after ‘‘203(b)”’ in paragraph (1); and 
(2) by striking out “$17,100” in paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: ‘‘$20,000, except that in the case of a mortgave meeting the 
requirements of section 203(i) such principal obligation shall not exceed 
$9,000’. 
BUILDER’S COST CERTIFICATION 


Src. 112. (a) Section 227(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by strik- 
ing out clause (iv) and all that follows and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“(iv) under section 221 if the mortgage meets the requirements of paragraph (3) 
or paragraph (4) of subsection (d) thereof, (v) under section 231, or (vi) under 
section 810 if the mortgage meets the requirements of subsection (fy’’. 

(b) The last two sentences of section 227(c) of such Act are each amended by 
striking out “funder section 220” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘under section 220, 
section 221 if the mortgage meets the requirements of paragraph (4) of subsection 
(d) thereof, or section 231,”. 
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VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF INSURANCE 


Sec. 113. Title II of the National Housing Act is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section: 


“VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF INSURANCE 


“Sec. 229. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act and with respect 
to any mortgage covering a one-, two-, three-, or four-family residence heretofore 
or hereafter in-::red under this Act,*¢he Commissioner is authorized to terminate 
any mortgage ii.surance contract upon request by the mortgagor and mortgagee 
and upon payment of such termination charge as the Commissioner determines to 
be equitable, taking into consideration the necessity of protecting the various insur- 
ance funds. Upon such termination mortgagors and mortgagees shall be entitled 
to the rights, if any, to which they would be entitled under this Act if the insur- 
ance contract were terminated by payment in full of the insured mortgage.” 


AVOIDANCE OF FORECLOSURE 


Sec. 114. (a) Title II of the National Housing Act is further amended by add- 
ing after section 229 (as added by section 113 of this Act) the following new 
section: 

“ACQUISITION OF MORIGAGES TO AVOID FORECLOSURE 


“Sec. 230. Upon receiving notice of the default of any mortgage covering a 
one-, two-, three-, or four-family residence heretofore or hereafter insured under 
this title, the Commissioner, in his discretion and for the purpose of avoiding 
foreclosure of the mortgage, may acquire the loan and the security therefor upon 
issuance to the mortgagee of debentures having a total face value equal to the 
unpaid principal balance of the loan plus any accrued interest and any proper 
advances theretofore made by the mortgagee under the provisions of the mortgage; 
and after the acquisition of such mortgage by the Commissioner such mortgagee 
shall have no further rights, liabilities, or obligations with respect thereto. The 
provisions of section 204 relating to the issuance of debentures incident to the 
acquisition of foreclosed properties shall apply with respect to debentures issued 
under this subsection, and the provisions of section 204 relating to the rights, 
liabilities, and obligations of a mortgagee shall apply with respect to the Com- 
missioner when he has acquired an insured mortgage under this section, in accord- 
ance with and subject to regulations (modifying such provisions to the extent 
necessary to render their application for such purposes appropriate and effective) 
which shall be prescribed by the Commissioner.” 

(b) Section 204(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by inserting 
immediately before the last proviso the following: ‘‘: And provided further, That 
with respect to any mortgage covering a one-, two-, three-, or four-family resi- 
dence insured under this Act, if the Commissioner finds, after notice of default, 
that the default was due to circumstances beyond the control of the mortgagor 
and it is probable that the mortgage will be restored to good standing within a 
reasonable period of time, he may, under such regulations and conditions as he 
may prescribe, extend the time for curing default and enter into an agreement 
with the mortgagee providing that if the mortgage is subsequently foreclosed, 
any interest accruing after the date of the agreement which is not paid by the 
mortgagor may be included in the debentures’’. 


MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR NURSING HOMES 


Sec. 115. Title II of the National Housing Act is amended by adding after 
section 231 (as added by section 201 of this Act) the following new section: 


“MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR NURSING HOMES 


“Sec. 232. (a) The purpose of this section is to assist the provision of urgently 
needed nursing homes for the care and treatment of convalescents and other 
persons who are not acutely ill and do not need hospital care but who require 
skilled nursing care and related medical services. 

“(b) For the purposes of this section— 

“(1) the term ‘nursing home’ means a proprietary facility, licensed or 
regulated by the State (or, if there is no State law providing for such licens- 
ing and regulation by the State, by the municipality or other political sub- 
division in which the facility is located), for the accommodation of conva- 
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lescents or other persons who are not acutely ill and not in need of hospital 
care but who require skilled nursing care and related medical services, in 
which such nursing care and medical services are prescribed by, or are per- 
formed under the general direction of, persons licensed to provide such care 
or services in accordance with the laws of the State where the facility is 
located; and 

““(2) the terms ‘mortgage’ and ‘mortgagor’ shall have the meanings 
respectively set forth in section 207(a) of this Act. 

“(c) The Commissioner is authorized to insure any mortgage (including ad- 
vances on such mortgage during construction) in accordance with the provisions 
of this section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe and to make 
commitments for insurance of such mortgage prior to the date of its execution 
or disbursement thereon. 

““(d) In order to carry out the purpose of this section, the Commissioner is 
authorized to insure any mortgage which covers a new or rehabilitated nursing 
home, subject to the following conditions: 

‘‘(1) The mortgage shall be executed by a mortgagor approved by the Com- 
missioner. The Commissioner may in his discretion require any such mortgagor 
to be regulated or restricted as to charges and methods of financing, and, in 
addition thereto, if the mortgagor is a corporate entity, as to capital structure and 
rate of return. As an aid to the regulation or restriction of any mortgagor with 
respect to any of the foregoing matters, the Commissioner may make such con- 
tracts with and acquire for not to exceed $100 such stock or interest in such 
mortgagor as he may deem necessary. Any stock or interest so purchased shall 
be paid for out of the Section 207 Housing Insurance Fund, and shall be redeemed 
by the mortgagor at par upon the termination of all obligations of the Commis- 
sioner under the insurance. 

““(2) The mortgage shall involve a principal obligation in an amount not to 
exceed $12,500,000, and not to exceed 75 per centum of the estimated value of the 
property or project when the proposed improvements are completed. 

**(3) The mortgage shall— 

“‘(A) provide for complete amortization by periodic payments within such 
terms as the Commissioner shall prescribe; and 

“‘(B) bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) at not to 
exceed 5 per centum per annum of the amount of the principal obligation 
outstanding at any time, or not to exceed such per centum per annum not 
in excess of 6 per centum as the Commissioner finds necessary to meet the 
mortgage market. 

(4) The Commissioner shall not insure any mortgage under this section unless 
he has received, from the State agency designated in accordance with section 
612(a)(1) of the Public Health Service Act for the State in which is located the 
nursing home covered by the mortgage, a certification that (1) there is a need for 
such nursing home, and (2) there are in force in such State or other political sub- 
division of the State in which the proposed nursing home would be located reason- 
able minimum standards of licensure and methods of operation for nursing homes. 
No such mortgage shall be insured under this section unless the Commissioner has 
received such assurance as he may deem satisfactory from the State agency that 
such standards will be applied and enforced with respect to any nursing home 
located in the State for which mortgage insurance is provided under this section. 

‘‘(e) The Commissioner may consent to the release of a part or parts of the 
mortgaged property or project from the lien of any mortgage insured under this 
section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe. 

“(f) The provisions of subsections (d), (e), (f), (g), (hb), (i), (i), (kK), (D, (m), 
(n), and (p) of section 207 shall apply to mortgages insured under this section and 
all references therein to section 207 shall refer to this section.” 


TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 116. (a) Section 8(g) of the National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out “and (h) of section 204” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘(h), (j), and (k) of sec- 
tion 204’’. 

(b) Sections 213(e), 220(f)(1), 221(g)(1), 222(e), and 809(e) of such Act are 
each amended by striking out ‘‘and (j) of section 204” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“‘(j), and (k) of section 204”. 
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INCLUSION OF CONVEYANCE COSTS IN DEBENTURES 

Sec. 117. Section 204(k) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(k) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section or of section 604 or 
$04 and with respect to any debentures issued in exchange for properties conveyed 
to and accepted by the Commissioner after the effective date of the Housing Act 
of 1959 in accordance with such sections, the Commissioner may (1) include in 
debentures reasonable payments made by the mortgagee with the approval of the 
Commissioner for the purpose of protecting, operating, or preserving the property, 
and taxes imposed upon any deed or any other instrument by which the property 
was acquired by the mortgagee and transferred or conveyed to the Commissioner; 
(2) inelude in debentures as a portion of foreclosure costs (to the extent that 
foreclosure costs may be included in such debentures by any other provision of 
this Act) payments made by the mortgagee for the cost of acquiring the property 
and conveying and evidencing title to the property to the Commissioner; and 
(3) terminate the mortgagee’s obligation to pay mortgage insurance premiums 
upon receipt of an application for debentures filed by the mortgagee, or in the 
event the contract of insurance is terminated pursuant to section 229.” 


INVESTMENT INSURANCE 


Sec. 118. Section 701 of the National Housing Act is amended by striking out 
the colon at the end of the first proviso and everything that follows and inserting 
a period in lieu thereof. 

LEGAL NOTIFICATION 


Sec. 119. Section 512 of the National Housing Act is amended by adding the 
following at the end thereof: ‘‘For the purposes of compliance with this section 
the Commissioner’s notice of a proposed determination under this section shall 
be considered to have been received by the interested person or firm if the notice 
is properly mailed to the last known address of such person or firm.” 


TITLE II—HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM 


Sec. 201. (a) Title II of the National Housing Act is amended by adding after 
section 230 (as added by section 114) the following new section: 


“HOUSING FOR ELDERLY PERSONS 


“Sec. 231. (a) The purpose of this section is to assist in relieving the shortage 
of housing for elderly persons and to increase the supply of rental housing for 
elderly persons. 

“For the purpose of this section— 

(1) The term ‘housing’ means eight or more new or rehabilitated living units, 
not less than 50 per centum of which are specially designed for the use and occu- 
pancy of elderly persons; 

““(2) The term ‘elderly person’ means any person, married or single, who is 
sixty-two years of age or over; and 

(3) The terms ‘mortgage’, ‘mortgagee’, ‘mortgagor’, and ‘maturity date’ shall 
have the meanings respectively set forth in section 207 of this Act. 

“‘(b) The Commissioner is authorized to insure any mortgage (including 
advances on mortgages during construction) in accordance with the provisions 
of this section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe and to make 
commitments for insurance of such mortgages prior to the date of their execution 
or disbursement thereon. 

““(e) To be eligible for insurance under this section, a mortgage to provide 
housing for elderly persons shall— 

““(1) involve a principal obligation in an amount not to exceed $12,500,000 
or, if executed by Federal or State instrumentalities, municipal corporate 
instrumentalities of one or more States, or nonprofit development or housing 
corporations restricted by Federal or State laws or regulations of State bank- 
ing or insurance departments as to rents, charges, capital structure, rate of 
return, or methods of operation, not to exceed $50,000,000; 

(2) not exceed, for ‘such part of such property or project as may be at- 
tributable to dwelling use, $9,000 per dwelling unit: Provided, That the Com- 
missioner may, in his discretion, increase the dollar amount limitation of 
$9,000 per unit to not to exceed $9,400 per unit to compensate for the higher 
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costs incident to the construction of elevator-type structures and may increase 
each of the foregoing dol!ar amount limitations by not to exceed $1,250 per 
room in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels so require; 

(3) if executed by a mortgagor which is a public instrumentality or a 
private nonprofit corporation or association or other acceptable private non- 
profit organization regulated or supervised under Federal or State laws or 
by political subdivisions of States, or agencies thereof, or by the Commis- 
sioner under a regulatory agreement or otherwise, as to rents, charges, and 
methods of operation, in such form and in such manner as, in the opinion of 
the Commissioner, will! effectuate the purpose of this section, involve a prin- 
cipal obligation not in excess of the amount which the Commissioner estimates 
will be the replacement cost of the property or project when the proposed 
improvements are coinpleted (the replacement cost may inelude the land, the 
proposed physical improvements, utilities within the boundaries of the land, 
architect’s fees, taxes, interest during construction, and other miscellaneous 
charges incident to construction and approved by the Commissioner): Pro- 
vided, That in the case of properties other than new construction, the princi- 
pal obligation shall not exceed the appraised value rather than the Commis- 
sioner’s estimate of the replacement cost; 

“(4) if executed by a mortgagor which is approved by the Commissioner 
but is not a public instrumentality or a private nonprofit organization, 
involve a principal obligation not in excess (in the case of a property or 
project approved for mortgage insurance prior to the beginning of construc- 
tion) of 90 per centum of the amount which the Commissioner estimates 
will be the replacement cost of the property or project when the proposed 
improvements are completed (the replacement cost may include the land, 
the proposed physical improvements, utilities within the boundaries of the 
land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest during construction, and other miscel- 
laneous charges incident to construction and approved by the Commissioner, 
and shall include an allowance for builder’s and sponsor’s profit and risk 
of 10 per centum of all of the foregoing items except the land unless the 
Commissioner, after certification that such allowance is unreasonable, shall 
by regulation prescribe a lesser percentage): Provided, That in the case of 
properties other than new construction the principal obligation shall not 
exceed 90 per centum of the Commissioner’s estimate of the value of the 
property or project: And provided further, That the Commissioner may in 
his discretion require such mortgagor to be regulated or restricted as to 
rents or sales, charges, capital structure, rate of return and methods of 
operation, and for such purpose the Commissioner may make contracts 
with and acquire for not to exceed $100 such stock or interest in any such 
mortgagor as the Commissioner may deem necessary to render effective 
such restrictions or regulations; such stock or interest shall be paid for out 
of the section 207 Housing Insurance Fund and shall be redeemed by the 
mortgagor at par upon the termination of all obligations of the Commissioner 
under the insurance; 

“(5) provide for a complete amortization by periodic payments within 
such terms as the Commissioner shall prescribe; 

(6) bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) at not to 
exceed 5 per centum per annum on the amount of the principal obligation 
outstanding at any time, or not to exceed such per centum per annum not 
in excess of 5% per centum as the Commissioner finds necessary to meet 
the mortgage market; and 

“(7) cover a property or project which is approved for mortgage insurance 
prior to the beginning of construction or rehabilitation, with 50 per centum 
or more of the units therein specially designed for the use and occupancy 
of elderly persons in accordance with standards established by the Com- 
missioner, and which may include such commercial and special facilities as 
the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants. 

“*(d) The Commissioner may consent to the release of a part or parts of the 
mortgaged property or project from the lien of any mortgage insured under this 
section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe, and shall prescribe 
such procedures as in his judgment are necessary to secure to elderly. persons a 
preference or priority of opportunity to rent the dwellings included in such prop- 
erty or project. 

“(e) The provisions of subsections (d), (e), (f), (g), (bh), (i), Gj), (kK), (, (m), 
(n), and (p) of section 207 shall apply to mortgages insured under this section and 
all references therein to section 207 shall refer to this section.” 
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(b) Section 212(a) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof (after 
the sentence added by section 110(f) of this Act) the following: ‘‘The provisions 
of this section shall also apply to the insurance of any mortgage under section 231 
or 232 except that comipliance with such provisions may be waived by the Federal 
Housing Commissioner is cases or classes of cases where laborers.or mechanics, not 
otherwise employed at any time on the project, voluntarily donate their services 
without full compensation for the purpose of lowering the costs of construction 
and the Federal Housing Commissioner determines that any amounts thereby 
saved are fully credited to the nonprofit corporation, association, or other organ- 
ization undertaking the construction.” 


LOAN PROGRAM 


Sec. 202. (a)(1) The purpose of this section is to assist private nonprofit cor- 

porations to provide housing and related facilities for elderly families and elderly 
ersons. 
, (2) In order to carry out the purpose of this section, the Administrator may 
make loans to any corporation (as defined in subsection (d)(2)) for the provision 
of rental housing and related facilities for elderly families and elderly persons, 
except that (A) no such loan shall be made unless the corporation shows that it is 
unable to secure the necessary funds from other sources upon terms and condi- 
tions equally as favorable as the terms and conditions applicable to loans under 
this section, and (B) no such loan shall be made unless the Administrator finds 
that the construction will be undertaken in an economical manner, and that it 
will not be of elaborate or extravagant design or materials. 

(3) A loan to a corporation under this section may be in an amount not exceeding 
98 per centum of the total development cost (as defined in subsection (d)(3)), as 
determined by the Administrator; shall be secured in such manner and be repaid 
within such period, not exceeding fifty years, as may be determined by him; and 
shall bear interest at a rate determined by him which shall be not more than the 
higher of (A) 234 per centum per annum, or (B) the total of one-quarter of 1 per 
centum added to the average annual interest rate on all interest-bearing obliga- 
tions of the United States then forming a part of the public debt as computed at 
the end of the fiscal year next preceding the date on which the loan is made and 
adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum. 

(4) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $50,000,000, which 
shall constitute a revolving fund to be used by the Administrator in carrying out 
this section. The amount outstanding from such fund at any one time for related 
facilities (as defined in subsection (d)(8)) shall not exceed $5,000,000. 

(b) In the performance of, and with respect to, the functions, powers, and 
duties vested in him by this section the Administrator shall (in addition to any 
authority otherwise vested in him) have the functions, powers, and duties set 
forth in section 402 (except subsection (c)(2)) of the Housing Act of 1950. 

(c)(1) Housing constructed with a loan made under this section shall not be 
used for transient or hotel purposes while such loan is outstanding. 

(2) As used in paragraph (1), the term “transient or hotel purposes” shall have 
such meaning as may be prescribed by the Administrator, but rental for any 
— less than thirty days shall in any event constitute use for such purposes. 

he provisions of subsections (f) through (j) of section 513 of the Nationat Housing 
Act (as added by section 132 of the Housing Act of 1954) shall apply in the case of 
violations of paragraph (1) as though the housing described in such subsection 
were multifamily housing (as defined in section 513(e)(2) of the National Housing 
Act) with respect to which a mortgage is insured under such Act, except that for 
purposes of this subsection the Administrator shall perform the functions vested 
in the Commissioner by such section 513. 

(3) The Administrator shall take such action as may be necessary to insure 
that all laborers and mechanics employed by the contractors and subcontractors 
in the construction of housing assisted under this section shall be paid wages at 
rates not less than those prevailing in the locality involved for the corresponding 
classes of laborers and mechanics employed on construction of a similar character, 
as determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the Act of March 3, 
1931, as amended (the Davis-Bacon Act); but the Administrator may waive the 
application of this paragraph in cases or classes of cases where laborers or me- 
chanics, not otherwise employed at any time in the construction of such housing, 
voluntarily donate their services without full compensation for the purpose of 
lowering the costs of construction and the Administrator determines that any 
amounts saved thereby are fully credited to the corporation undertaking the 
construction. 
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(d) As used in this section— 

(1) The term “housing” means (A) new structures suitable for dwelling 
use by elderly families and new structures suitable for such use by one or 
more elderly persons, and (B) dwelling facilities provided by rehabilitation, 
alteration, conversion, or improvement of existing structures which are other- 
wise inadequate for proposed dwelling use by such families and persons. 

(2) The term ‘“‘corporation’”’ means any incorporated private institution 
or foundation no part of the net earnings of which inures to the benefit of 
any private shareholder, contributor, or individual, if such institution or 
foundation is approved by the Administrator as to financial responsibility. 

(3) The term “development cost” means costs of construction of housing 
and of other related facilities, and of the land on which it is located, including 
necessary site improvement. 

(4) The term “elderly families’? means families the head of which (or his 
spouse) is sixty-two years of age or over; and the term “elderly persons” 
means persons who are sixty-two years of age or over. The Administrator 
shall prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to prevent abuses in 
determining, under the definitions contained in this paragraph, the eligibility 
of families and persons for admission to and occupancy of housing constructed 
with assistance under this section. 

(5) The term ‘‘State’’ includes the several States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Territories and possessions of the 
United States. 

(6) The term ‘Administrator’? means the Housing and Home Finance 
Administrator. 

(7) The term “construction’’ means erection of new structures, or rehabili- 
tation, alteration, conversion, or improvement of existing structures. 

(8) The term ‘‘related facilities’? means (A) new structures suitable for use 
as cafeterias or dining halls, community rooms or buildings, or infirmaries or 
other inpatient or outpatient health facilities, or for other essential service 
facilities, and (B) structures suitable for the above uses provided by rehabili- 
tation, alteration, conversion, or improvement of existing structures which 
are otherwise inadequate for such uses. 


TITLE III—FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 


Src. 301. Clause (3) of section 302(b) of the National Housing Act is amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘(3) the Association may not purchase any mortgage, except 
& mortgage insured under section 220 or 803, or a mortgage covering property 
located in Alaska, Guam, or Hawaii, if the original principal obligation thereof 
exceeds or exceeded $17,500 for each family residence or dwelling unit covered by 
the mortgage: Provided, That with respect to mortgages purchased under section 
304 the principal obligation shall not exceed $20,000’. 

Sec. 302. The last sentence of section 304(a) of such Act is amended by striking 
out “advance planning of home construction” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘home 
financing’. 

Sec. 303. Section 305(b) of the National Housing Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out ‘‘August 7, 1958” and inserting in jiieu thereof ‘Sep- 
tember, 30, 1960 (except in the case of mortgages purchased pursuant to 
contracts made on or after August 8, 1958, and prior to the date of the 
enactment of the Housing Act of 1959)”; 

(2) by striking out ‘‘14 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “1 per 
centum’’; and 

(3) by striking out ‘one-half’? and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘one-fourth’’. 

Sec. 304. Section 305(e) of the National Housing Act is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: ‘‘On and after the date of enactment 
of the Housing Act of 1959, the Association is authorized to enter into advance 
commitment contracts and purchase transactions (in addition to those authorized 
by the preceding sentence) relating to mortgages with respect to which the Federal 
Housing Commissioner shall have issued pursuant to section 213 a commitment 
to insure or a statement of eligibility, without regard to any of the limitations 
contained in the preceding sentence; except that the total amount of the additional 
advance commitment contracts and purchase transactions authorized by this 
sentence which may be outstanding at any one time shall not exceed $37,500,000, 
of which the amount of $25,000,000 shall be available solely for commitments or 
purchases of mortgages where the management or sales-type cooperative involved 
is certified by the Federal Housing Commissioner as a consumer cooperative and 
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the amount of $12,500,000 shall be available solely for commitments or purchases 
of mortgages where the cooperative involved is a builder-sponsor cooperative.” 

Sec. 305. (a) That part of section 302(b) of the National Housing Act which 
precedes the colon is amended by striking out “to make commitments to purchase 
and to purchase, service, or sell,” and by substituting therefor ‘‘to purchase, lend 
(under section 304) on the security of, service, or sell, pursuant to commitments 
or otherwise,” 

(b) The first sentence of section 303(b) of such Act is amended by inserting 
immediately before the period at the end thereof the following: ‘‘; and by re- 
quiring exch borrower to make such payments, equal to not more than one-half 
of 1 per centum of the amount lent by the Association to such borrower under 
section 304” 

(c) ‘Che first sentence of section 303(c) of such Act is amended by inserting 
“or borrower’ after ‘‘seller’’ each place it appears. 

(d) Section 304(a) of such Act is amended by inserting “(1)” before “To carry 
out’’, and by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(2) ‘Yo carry out further the purposes set forth in paragraph (a) of section 301, 
the Association is authorized to make loans which are secured by residential or 
home mortge’es insured or guaranteed under this Act, the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944, or chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code. In the interest of 
assuring sound operation, any loan made by the Association in its secondary 
mar!et operations under this section shall not exceed 90 per centum of the unpaid 
principal balances of the mortgages securing the loan, shall bear interest at a rate 
consistent with general loan policies established from time to time by the Associa- 
tion’s board of directors, and shall mature in not more than twelve months. The 
volume of the Association’s lending activities and the establishment of its loan 
ratios, interest rates, maturities, and charges or fees, in its secondary market opera- 
tions under this section, should be determined by the Association from time to 
time; and such determinations, in conjunction with determinations made under 
paragraph (1), should be consistent with the objectives that the lending activities 
should be conducted on such terms as will reasonably prevent excessive use of the 
Association’s facilities, and that the operations of the Association under this sec- 
tion should be within its income derived from such operations and that such opera- 
tions should be fully self-supporting. The aggregate amount of all loans outstand- 
ing at any one time under this paragraph shall not exceed 10 per centum of the 
Association’s total borrowing authority under this section. Notwithstanding any 
Federal, State, or other law to the contrary, the Association is hereby empowered, 
in connection with any loan under this section, whether before or after any default, 
to provide by contract with the borrower for the settlement or extinguishment, 
upon default, of any redemption, equitable, legal, or other rizht, title, or interest 
of the borrower in any mortgage or mortzaces that constitute the security for the 
loan; and with respect to any such loan, in the event of default and pursuant other- 
wise to the terms of the contract, the mortgages that constitute such security shall 
become the absolute property of the Association.” 

(e) Section 304(b), section 309(c), and section 310 of such Act are each amended 
by inserting ‘‘or other security holdings” after ‘““mortgage3’’. 

Sec. 306. (a) Sections 304(b) and 306(b) of the National Housing Act are 
amended by striking out ‘‘and bonds or other obligations of, or bonds or other 
obligations guaranteed as to principal and interest by, the United States’? and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘and obligations of the United States or guaranteed 
thereby, or obligations which are lawful investments for fiduciary, trust, or public 
funds’. 

(6) Section 310 of such Act is amended by striking out ‘“‘in bonds or other obli- 
gations of, or in bonds or other obligations guaranteed as to principal and interest 
by, the United States’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘in obligations of the United 
States or guaranteed thereby, or in obligations which are lawful investments for 
fiduciary, trust, or public funds’’. 

Sec. 307. (a) Section 305 of the National Housing Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following subsection: 

‘“(e) Notwithstanding any of the provisions of this Act or of any other law, the 
Association is authorized, under the aforesaid separate accountability, to make 
commitments to purchase and to purchase, service, or sell any mortgages offered 
to it by the Housing and Home Finance Administrator or the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, or by such Agency’s constituent units or agencies or the heads 
thereof, after such Administrator has found the acquisition thereof by the Asso- 
ciation to be in the interest of the efficient management and liquidation of the 
mortgages. There shall be excluded from the total amounts set forth in subsec- 
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tion (c) hereof the amounts of any mortgages purchased by the Association pur- 
suant to this subsection.” 

(b) In connection with the sale of any mortgages to the Federal National 
Mortgage Association pursuant to section 306(e) of the Federal National Mort- 
gage Association Charter Act, the Housing and Home Finance Administrator is 
authorized, and any other official, unit, or agency selling such mortgages there- 
under is directed, to transfer to the Association from time to time, from authoriza- 
tions, limitations, and funds available for administrative expenses of such official, 
unit, or agency in connection with the same mortgages, such amounts thereof as 
said Administrator determines to be required for administrative expenses of the 
Association in connection with the purchase, servicing, and sale of such mort- 
gages: Provided, That no such transfer shall be made after a budget estimate of 
the Association with respect to the same mortgages has been submitted to and 
finally acted upon by the Congress. 


TITLE IV—URBAN RENEWAL 
STATEWIDE PLANNING 


Src. 401. Section 101(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sentence: ‘“‘The Administrator shall par- 
ticularly encourage the utilization of local public agencies established by the 
States to operate on a statewide basis in behalf of smaller communities within the 
State which are undertaking or propose to undertake urban renewal programs 
whenever that arrangement facilitates the undertaking of an urban renewal 
program by any such community, or provides an effective solution to community 
development or redevelopment problems in such communities, and is approved 
by resolution or ordinance of the governing bodies of the affected communities.” 


CLARIFYING AMENDMENTS 


Src. 402. (a) Section 102(a) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking 
out in the second sentence the words ‘‘as part of the gross project cost”? and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘for such purposes’’. 

(b) Section 102(c) of such Act is amended by striking out ‘‘repayment of’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘repayment of the principal of and the interest on’’. 


EARLY LAND ACQUISITION 


Sec. 403. Section 102(a) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sentence: ‘‘In any case where, in connection 
with its undertaking and carrying out of an urban renewal project, a local public 
agency is authorized (prior to the approval by the local governing body of the 
urban renewal plan for such project) to acquire real property in the urban renewal 
area and to demolish and remove from any real property so acquired any buildings 
or structures located thereon, the Administrator, notwithstanding any other 
provisions of this title, may make a temporary loan or loans to any such local 
public agency to finance the acquisition of such real property and the demolition 
and removal of any buildings or structures located thereon: Provided, That no 
contract for any temporary loan for such purpose shall be made unless the govern- 
ing body of the locality involved shall have by resolution or ordinance approved 
the undertaking by the local public agency of the acquisition of real property in 
the urban renewal area and the demolition and removal of buildings or structures 
located on real property so acquired: And provided further. That in any such case, 
the local public agency shall not dispose of any real property so acquired until the 
urban renewal plan for the project shall have been approved by the local governing 
body of the locality involved and any contract for any such temporary loan shall 
80 provide.” 

LOANS 


Sec. 404. Section 102(e) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(e) The total amount of loan contracts outstanding at anv one time under 
this title shall not exceed the aggregate of the estimated expenditures to be made 
by local public agencies as part of the gross project cost of the projects assisted 
by such contracts. To obtain funds for advance and loan disbursements under 
this title, the Administrator may issue and have outstanding at any one time notes 
and obligations for purchase by the Secretary of the Treasury in an amount which 
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shall not, unless authorized by the President, exceed $1,000,000,000. For the 
purpose of establishing unpaid obligations as of a given date against the authori- 
zation contained in the preceding sentence, the Administrator shall estimate the 
maximum amount to be required to be borrowed from the Treasury and outstand- 
ing at any one time with respect to loan commitments in effect on such date.”’ 


GRANTS 


Sec. 405. Section 103 of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended— 

(1) by amending the first sentence of subsection (b) to read as follows: 
“The Administrator, on and after July 1, 1949, may, with the approval of 
the President, contract to make grants under this title aggregating not to 
exceed $1,350,000,000, which limit shall be increased by $500,000,000 on 
July 1, 1959, and by $400,000,000 on July 1, 1960.’’; 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of the second sentence of sub- 
section (b) and inserting in lieu thereof a colon and the following: ‘‘Provided, 
That any amounts so appropriated shall also be available for repaying to 
the Secretary of the Treasury, for application to notes of the Administrator, 
the principal amounts of any funds advanced to local public agencies under 
this title which the Administrator determines to be uncollectible because 
of the termination of activities for which such advances were made, together 
with the interest paid or accrued to the Secretary (as determined by him) 
attributable to notes given by the Administrator in connection with such 
advances, but all such repayments shall constitute a charge against the 
authorization to make contracts for grants contained in this section: Provided 
further, That no such determination of t»e Administrator shall be construed 
to prejudice the rights of the United States with respect to any such 
advance.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsections: 

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this or any other Act, if financial 
assistance authorized by this title to be made available to a locality or local public 
agency may be made available to any locality or local public agency within the 
limitations provided in sections 102(e), 103(b), and 106(e) and the second para- 
graph following the paragraph numbered (6) of section 110(c), the amount of such 
financial assistance made available to any locality or local public agency upon 
submission and processing of proper application therefor shall not otherwise be 
restricted and, so long as such financial assistance is so available, applications 
therefor submitted by localities and local public agencies shall be processed, so 
far as practicable, in the order of their receipt, and there shall not be imposed 
any limitations upon the size of any urban renewal project which otherwise meets 
the requirements of this title. 

““(d) The Administrator may contract to make grants for the preparation or 
completion of community renewal programs, which may include, without being 
limited to, (1) the identification of slum areas or blighted, deteriorated, or deterio- 
rating areas in the community, (2) the measurement of the nature and degree of 
blight and blighting factors within such areas, (3) determination of the financial, 
relocation, and other resources needed and available to renew such areas, (4) the 
identification of potential project areas and, where feasible, types of urban renewal 
action contemplated within such areas, and (5) scheduling or programing of urban 
renewal activities. Such programs shall conform, in the determination of the gov- 
erning body of the locality, to the general plan of the locality as a whole. he 
Administrator may establish reasonable requirements respecting the scope and 
content of such programs. No contract for a grant pursuant to this subsection 
shall be made unless the governing body of the locality involved has approved 
the preparation or completion of the community renewal program and the sub- 
mission by the local public agency of an application for such a grant. Notwith- 
standing section 110(h) or the use in any other provision of this title of the term 
‘local public agency’ or ‘local public agencies’, the Administrator may make grants 
pursuant to this subsection for the preparation or completion of a community 
renewal program to a single local public body authorized to perform the planning 
work necessary to such preparation or completion. No grant made pursuant to 
this subsection shall exceed two-thirds of the cost (as such cost is determined or 
estimated by the Administrator) of the preparation or completion of the come 
munity renewal program for which such grant is made.”* 
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PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS BY FEDERAL AGENCIES IN UBBAN RENEWAL AREAS 


Src. 406. Section 105(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding the 
following before the semicolon at the end thereof: “‘: And provided further, That, 
with respect to any improvements of a type which it is otherwise authorized to 
undertake, any Federal agency (as defined in section 3(b) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, and also including the 
District of Columbia or any agency thereof) is hereby authorized to become obli- 
gated in accordance with this subsection, except that clause (ii) of this subsection 
shall apply to such Federal agency only to the extent that it is authorized (and 
funds have been made available) to make the improvements involved”’, 


STATE LOAN CEILING 


Sec. 407. Section 106(e) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking 
out all of the text before the proviso and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“Not more than 124 per centum of the grant funds provided for in this title shall 
be expended in any one State’. 


RELOCATION PAYMENTS ¥ 


Sec. 408. (a)(1) The first sentence of section 106(f)(2) of the Housing Act of 
1949 is amended to read as follows: ‘‘As used in this subsection, the term ‘reloca- 
tion payments’ means payments by a local public agency to individuals, families, 
and business concerns for their reasonable and necessary moving expenses and 
any actual direct losses of property except goodwill or profit (which are incurred 
on and after August 7, 1956, and for which reimbursement or compensation is not 
otherwise made) resulting from their displacement from an urban renewal area 
made necessary by (i) the acquisition of real property by a local public agency or 
by any other public body, (ii) code enforcement activities undertaken in connec- 
tion with an urban renewal project, or (iii) a program of voluntary rehabilitation 
of buildings or other improvements in accordance with an urban renewal plan: 
Provided, That such payments shall not be made after completion of the project 
or if completion is deferred solely for the purpose of obtaining further relocation 
payments.” 

(2) No relocation payments under section 106(f) of the Housing Act of 1949 
shall be made for expenses or losses incurred prior to the date of the enactment 
of the Housing Act of 1959, except to the extent that such payments were author- 
ized by such section as it existed prior to such date. 

(b) Section 106(f)(2) of such Act is further amended by striking out ‘$100’ 
each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$200’, and by striking out 
“‘$2,500” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$3,000’’. 


HOTELS AND OTHER TRANSIENT HOUSING 


Sec. 409. Section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949 is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

‘“(g) No provision permitting the new construction of hotels or other housing 
for transient use in the redevelopment of any urban renewal area under this title 
shall be included in the urban renewal plan unless the community in which the 
project is located, under regulations prescribed by the Administrator, has caused 
to be made a competent independent analysis of the local supply of transient 
housing and as a result thereof has determined that there exists in the area a need 
for additional units of such housing.”’ 


LOW-RENT HOUSING IN URBAN RENEWAL AREAS 


Sec. 410. Section 107 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


“PAYMENT FOR LAND USED FOR LOW-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING 


“Sec. 107. When it appears in the public interest that land to be acquired as 
part of an urban renewal project should be used in whole or in part as a site for 
a low-rent housing project assisted under the United States Housing Act of 1937, 
as amended, the site shall be made available to the public housing agency under- 
taking the low-rent housing project at a price equal to the fair value of land to a 
oe redeveloper who wants to buy a site in the community for private rental 

ousing with physical characteristics similar to those of the proposed low-rent 
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housing project, and such amount shall be included as part of the development 
cost of such low-rent housing project: Provided, That the local contribution in the 
form of tax exemption or tax remission required by section 10(h) of such Act with 
respect to the low-rent housing project into which such land is incorporated shall 
(if covered by a contract which, in the determination of the Public Housing 
Commissioner, and without regard to the requirements of the first proviso of such 
section 10(h), will assure that such local contribution will be made during the 


entire period that the project is used as low-rent housing within the meaning of 
such Act) be accepted as a local grant-in-aid equal in amount, as determined by 
the Administrator, to one-half (or one-third in the case of an urban renewal 


project on a three-fourths capital grant basis) of the difference between the cost 
of such site (including costs of land, clearance, site improvements, and a share, 
prorated on an area basis, of administrative, interest, and other project costs) 
and its sales price, and shall be considered a local grant-in-aid furnished in a form 
other than cash within the meaning of section 110(d) of this Act.” 


REQUIREMENTS FOR URBAN RENEWAL PLAN 


Sec. 411. Section 110(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
after ‘‘to indicate” in clause (2) the following: ‘‘, to the extent required by the 
Administrator for the making of loans and grants under this title,’’. 


NONRESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT 


Sec. 412. Section 110(c) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking out 
the second paragraph following the paragraph numbered (6) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

‘Financial assistance shall not be extended under this title with respect to any 
urban renewal area which is not predominantly residential in character and which, 
under the urban renewal plan therefor, is not to be redeveloped for predominantly 
residential uses: Provided, That, if the governing body of the local public agency 
determines that the redevelopment of such an area for predominantly nonresi- 
dential uses is necessary for the proper development of the community, the Ad- 
ministrator may extend financial assistance under this title for such a project: 
Provided further, That the aggregate amount of capital grants contracted to be 
made pursuant to this title with respect to such projects after the date of the enact- 
ment of the Housing Act of 1959 shall not exceed 20 per centum of the aggregate 


amount of grants authorized by this title to be contracted for after such date.’” 


LOCAL GRANTS 


Sec. 413. (a) Section 110(d) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection, no donation or pro- 
vision of a public improvement or public facility of a type falling within the pur- 
view of this subsection shall be deemed to be ineligible as a local grant-in-aid for 
any project solely on the basis that the construction of such improvement or facil- 
ity was commenced without notification to the Administrator or prior to Federal 
recognition of such project, if such construction was commenced not more than 
five years prior to the authorization by the Administrator of a contract for loan 
or capital grant for the project.” 

(b) The requirement in section 110(d) of the Housing Act of 1949 that the 
assistance provided by a State, municipality, or other public body under that 
section, in order to qualify as a local grant-in-aid, shall be in connection with a 
project on which a contract for capital grant has been made under title I of that 
Act, shall not apply to assistance provided during the period from July 1, 1957, 
through December 31, 1957, in connection with urban renewal activities which 
were extended Federal recognition within 60 days after the provision of such 
assistance was initiated. 


CREDIT FOR LOSS OF INTEREST 


Sec. 414. Section 110(e) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking 
out the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “ ‘Gross pro}- 
ect cost’ shall comprise (1) the amount of the expenditures by the local public 
agency with respect to any and all undertakings necessary to carry out the proj- 
ect (including the payment of carrying charges, but not beyond the point where 
the project is completed), and (2) the amount of such local grants-in-aid as are 
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furnished in forms other than cash. There may be included as part of the gross 
project cost, under any contract for loan or grant heretofore or hereafter exe- 
cuted under this title, with respect to moneys of the local public agency which 
are actually expended and outstanding for undertakings (other than in the form 
of local grants-in-aid) necessary to carry out the project, in the absence of carry- 
ing charges on such moneys, an amount in lieu of carrying charges which might 
otherwise have been payable thereon for the period such moneys are expended 
and outstanding but not beyond the point where the project is completed, com- 
puted for each six-month period or portion thereof, at an interest rate to be 
determined by the Administrator after taking into consideration for each preced- 
ing six-month period the average interest rate borne by any obligations of local 
public agencies for short-term funds obtained from sources other than the Fed- 
eral Government in the manner provided in section 102(c): Provided, That such 
amount may be computed on the net total of all such moneys of the local public 
agency remaining expended and outstanding, less other moneys received from 
the project undertaken in excess of project expenditures, in all projects of the 
local public agency under this title, and allocated, as the Administrator may 
determine, to each of such projects. With respect to a project for which a con- 
tract for capital grant has been executed on a three-fourths basis pursuant to 
the proviso in the second sentence of section 103(a), gross project cost shall 
include, in lieu of the amount specified in clause (1) above, the amount of the 
expenditures by the local public agency with respect to the following undertakings 
and activities necessary to carry out such project: 

““(i) acquisition of land (but only to the extent of the consideration paid 
to the owner and not title, appraisal, negotiating, legal, or any other expendi- 
tures of the local public agency incidental to acquiring land), disposition of 
land, demolition and removal of buildings and improvements, and site prepa- 
ration and improvements, all as provided in paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), 
and (6) of subsection (c); and 

‘“‘(ii) the payment of carrying charges related to the undertakings in clause 
(i) (including amounts in lieu of carrying charges as determined above), 
exclusive of taxes and payments in lieu of taxes, but not beyond the point 
where such a project is completed; 

but not the cost of any other undertakings and activities (including, but without 
being limited to, the cost of surveys and plans, legal services of any kind, and all 
administrative and overhead expenses of the local public agency) with respect to 
such project.” 


UNIFORM DATE FOR INTEREST RATE DETERMINATION 


Sec. 415. Section 110(g) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended— 

(1) by striking out of the first sentence “is approved” and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘for any project under this title is authorized’; 

(2) by inserting in the second sentence after ‘‘Any” the word “such’’; and 

(3) by striking out of the second sentence “‘contract is revised or super- 
seded by such later contract’’ and inserting in lieu thereof “later contract is 
authorized”’, 

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS 


Src. 416. The Housing Act of 1949 is amended— 
(1) by striking out the word ‘‘capital’’ in section 100, in the second sentence 
of section 103(b), and in sections 106(a)(3), 106(b), 106(c)(6), 106(c)(8), 
and 106(e); 
(2) by inserting in section 101(a) after the word ‘“‘title’’ in the first place 
where it appears therein “or for grants pursuant to section 103(d)’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end of section 110 the following new subsection: 
“(k) ‘Federal recognition’ means execution of any contract for finsncial 
assistance under this title or concurrence by the Administrator in the commence- 
ment, without such assistance, of surveys and plans.” 


URBAN RENEWAL AREAS INVOLVING COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES 


Sec. 417. Title I of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 


“URBAN RENEWAL AREAS INVOLVING COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES 


“Sec. 112. In any case where an educational institution is located in or near 
an urban renewal project area and the governing body of the locality determines 
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that, in addition to the elimination of slums and blight from such area, the under- 
taking of an urban renewal project in such area will further promote the public 
welfare and the proper development of the community (1) ey making land in 
such area available for disposition, for uses in accordance with the urban renewal 
plan, to sueh educational institution for redevelopment in accordance with the 
use or uses specified in the urban renewal plan, (2) by providing, through the 
redevelopment of the area in accordance with the urban renewal plan, a cohesive 
neighborhood environment compatible with the functions and needs of such 
educational institution, or (3) by any combination of the foregoing, the Ad- 
ministrator is authorized to extend financial assistance under this title for an 
urban renewal project in such area without regard to the requirements in section 
110 hereof with respect to the predominantly residential character or predomi- 
nantly residential reuse of urban renewal areas: Provided, That the aggregate 
expenditures made by such institution (directly or through a private mips: 
ment corporation) for the acquisition (from others than the local public agency), 
within, adjacent to, or in the immediate vicinity of the project area, of land, 
buildings, and structures to be redeveloped or rehabilitated by such institution 
for educational uses in accordance with the urban renewal plan (or with a develop- 
ment plan proposed by such institution or corporation, found acceptable by the 
Administrator after considering the standards specified in section 110(b), and 
approved under State or local law after public hearing), and for the demolition 
of such buildings and structures (including expenditures to assist in relocating 
tenants therefrom), if, pursuant to such urban renewal or development plan, the 
land is to be cleared and redeveloped, as certified by such institution to the 
local public agency and approved by the Administrator, shall be a local grant- 
in-aid in conneetion with such urban renewal project: Provided further, That no 
such expenditures shall be deemed ineligible as a local grant-in-aid in connection 
with any such project if made not more than five years prior to the authorization 
by the Administrator of a contract for a loan or capital grant for such urban 
renewal project: And provided further, That the term ‘educational institution’ 
as used herein shall mean any educational institution of higher learning, including 
any public educational institution or any private educational institution, no part 
of the net earnings of which shall inure to the benefit of any private shareholder 
or individual.” 
URBAN PLANNING 


Sec. 418. Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended to read as follows: 


“URBAN PLANNING 


“Sec. 701. (a) In order to assist State and local governments in solving planning 
problems resulting from increasing concentration of population in metropolitan 
and other urban areas, including smaller communities, to facilitate comprehensiue 

lanning for urban development by State and local governments on a continuing 
asis, and to encourage State and local governments to establish and develop 
planning staffs, the Administrator is authorized to make planning grants to— 

“(1) State planning agencies, or (in States where no such planning agency 
exists) to agencies or instrumentalities of State government designated by 
the Governor of the State and acceptable to the Administrator as capable of 
carrying out the planning functions contemplated by this section, for the 
provision of planning assistance to (A) cities, other municipalities, and coun- 
ties having a population of less than 50,000 according to the latest decennial 
census, (B) any group of adjacent communities, either incorporated or un- 
incorporated, having a total population of less than 50,000 according to the 
latest decennial census and having common or related urban planning prob- 
lems resulting from rapid urbanization, and (C) cities, other municipalities, 
and counties referred to in paragraph (3) of this subsection and areas referred 
to in paragraph (4) of this subsection; 

(2) official State, metropolitan, and regional planning agencies empowered 
under State or local laws or interstate compact to perform metropolitan or 
regional planning; 

“*(3) cities, other municipalities, and counties which have suffered sub- 
stantial damage as a result of a catastrophe which the President, pursuant 
to section 2(a) of ‘An Act to authorize Federal assistance to States and local 
governments in major disasters, and for other purposes’, has determined to 
be a major disaster; 

“(4) to official governmental planning agencies for areas where rapid 
urbanization has resulted or is expected to result from the establishment or 
rapid and substantial expansion of a Federal installation; and 
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“(5) State planning agencies for State and interstate comprehensive 
planning (as defined in subsection (d)) and for research and coordination 
activity related thereto. 

Planning assisted under this section shall, to the maximum extent feasible, cover 
entire urban areas having common or related urban development problems. 

“(b) A grant made under this section shall not exceed 50 per centum of the 
estimated cost of the work for which the grant is made. All grants made under 
this section shall be subject to terms and conditions prescribed by the Adminis- 
trator. No portion of any grant made under this section shall be used for the 
preparation of plans for specific public works. The Administrator is author- 
ized, notwithstanding provisions of section 3648 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, to make advances or progress payments on account of any planning 
grant tiade under this section. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
not exceeding $20,000,000 to carry out the purposes of this section, and any 
amounts so appropriated shall remain available until expended. 

“(c) The Administrator is authorized, in areas embracing several municipali- 
ties or other political subdivisions, to encourage planning on a unified metropoli- 
tan basis and to provide technical assistance for such planning and the solution 
of problems relating thereto. 

“(d) It is the further intent of this section to encourage comprehensive plan- 
ning for States, cities. counties, metropolitan areas, and urban regions and the 
establishment and development of the organizational units needed therefor. In 
extending financial assistance under this section, the Administrator may require 
such assurances as he deems adequate that the appropriate State and local 
agencies are making reasonable progress in the development of the elements of 
comprehensive planning. Comprehensive planning, as used in this section, 
includes the following, to the extent directly related to urban needs: (1) prepara- 
tion, as a guide for long-range development, of general physical plans with respect 
to the pattern and intensity of land use and the provision of publie facilities, 
together with long-range fiscal plans for such development; (2) programing of 
capital improvements based on a determination of relative urgency, together 
with definitive financing plans for the improvements to be constructed in the 
earlier years of the program; (3) coordination of all related plans of the depart- 
ments or subdivisions of the government concerned; (4) intergovernmental 
coordination of all related planned activities among the State and local govern- 
mental agencies concerned; and (5) preparation of regulatory and administrative 
measures in support of the foregoing. 

“‘(e) In the exercise of his function of encouraging comprehensive planning by 
the States, the Administrator shall consult with those officials of the Federal 
Government responsible for the administration of programs of Federal assistance 
to the States and municipalities for various categories of public facilities.” 


TITLE V—LOW-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING 
DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 501. Section 1 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new sentences: “In the development of 
low-rent housing it shall be the policy of the United States to make adequate 
provision for larger families and for families consisting of elderlv persons. It is 
the policy of the United States to vest in the local public housing agencies the 
maximum amount of responsibility in the administration of the low-rent housing 
program, including responsibility for the establishment of rents and eligibility 
requirements (subject to the approval of the Authority), with due consideration 
to accomplishing the objectives of this Act while effecting economies.”’ 


CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE FACILITIES 


Src. 502. The last sentence of paragraph (5) of section 2 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 is amended— 

(1) by inserting after “1949” the following: ‘‘, or in cases where the public 
housing agency and the local public agency for purposes of such title I 
operate under a combined central administrative office staff,’’; and 

(2) by striking out ‘‘its functions as such local public agency”’ each place 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “the functions of such local public 
agency’’. 


48777—59——3 
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RENTS AND INCOME LIMITS 


See. 595. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 2 of the United States Housing Act of 
i957 is amended to read as follows: 

‘(1) The term ‘low-rent housing’ means decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings 
within the financial reach of families of low income, and developed and adminis- 
tered to promote serviceability, efficiency, economy, and stability, and embraces 
ell ueeessary appurtenances thereto. The dwellings in low-rent housing shall be 
available solely for families of low income. Income limits for occupancy and 
rents shall be fixed by the public housing agency and approved by the Authority 
aftcr taking into consideration (A) the family size, composition, age, physical 
handicaps, and other factors which might affect the rent-paying ability of the 
family, and (B) the economic factors which affect the financial stability and 
solvency of the project.” 

(bb) Paragraph (7)(b) of section 15 of such Act is amended by inserting after 
“a gap of at least 20 per centum”’ the following: ‘‘(except in the case of a family 
entitled to a first preference as provided in section 10(g))’’. 


MINIMUM AGE FOR ADMISSION OF SINGLE PERSONS AND ELDERLY FAMILIES TO 
LOW-RENT PROJECTS 


Sec. 504. The second and third sentences of paragraph (2) of section 2 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 are amended to read as follows: ‘‘The term 
‘families’ means families consisting of two or more persons, a single person who has 
attained retirement age as defined in section 216(a) of the Social Security Act or 
who has attained the age of fifty and is under a disability as defined in section 223 
of that Act, or the remaining member of a tenant family. The term ‘elderly 
families’ means families the head of which (or his spouse) has attained retirement 
age as defined in section 216(a) of the Social Security Act or has attained the 
age of fifty and is under a disability as defined in section 223 of that Act.’ 


LOW-RENT HOUSING AUTHORIZATION 


Sec. 505. (a) Section 10(i) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking out “by thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units on 
July 1, 1957” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘(1) by thirty-five thousand addi- 
tional dwelling units on July 1, 1957, (2) by thirty-five thousand additional 
dwelling units on July 1, 1959, and (3) by not more than thirty-five thousand 
additional dwelling units (within the limit provided by subsection (e)) on 
July 1 of each fiscal year beginning after 1959 with respect to which such 
increase is specifically authorized as being in the public interest by the 
President after consultation with the Council of Economic Advisors”’; 

(2) by striking out the first proviso and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: “: Provided, That the authority to enter into new contracts for 
annual contributions with respect to each such thirty-five thousand addi- 
tional dwelling units (except the units authorized under clause (3)) shall 
terminate four years after the first date on which such authority may be 
exercised under the foregoing provisions of this subsection’’; and 

(3) by striking out ‘“‘authorized in this sentence” in the last proviso and 
inserting in lieu thereof “authorized by or under this sentence”’ 

(b) The last proviso under the heading “Public Housing Administration, Annual 
Contributions” in title I of the First Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1954 
(67 Stat. 307), is repealed. 

PAYMENT FOR SERVICES 


Src. 506. Section 15 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

(10) Notwithstanding any other provision of law or any contract or other 
arrangement made pursuant thereto, any public housing agency which utilizes 
public services and facilities of a municipality or other local governmental agency 
making charges therefor separate from real and personal property taxes shall be 
authorized by the Authority (without any amendment to the contract for annual 
contributions or deductions from payments in lieu of taxes otherwise payable) to 
pay to such municipality or other local governmental agency the amount that 
would be charged private persons or dwellings similarly situated for such facilities 
and services.” 
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AMENDMENT OF EXISTING CONTRACTS 


Src 507 The United States Housing Act of 1937 is amended by redesignating 
seciions 30 and 31 as sections 31 and 32, respectively, and by inserting after 
section 29 a new section as follows: pl 

“Ser. 39 Upon the request of any public housing agency the Authority is 
authorized and directed to amend any or all of its contracts with the public housing 
agency so as to bring such contracts into conformity with the amendments made 
to this Act by the Housing Act of 1959: Provided, That contracts may not be 
amended or superseded in a manner which would impair the rights of the holders 
of any outstanding obligations of the public housing agency involved which are 
secured by any of the provisions of such contracts.” 


TITLE VI—COLLEGE HOUSING 
Sec. 601. Section 401(d) of the Housing Act of 1950 is amended to read as 


follows: 

‘““(d) To obtain funds for loans under subsection (a) of this section, the Adminis- 
trator may issue and have outstanding at any one time notes and obligations for 
purchase by the Secretary of the Treasury in an amount not to exceed 
$1,225,000,000: Provided, That the amount outstanding for other educational 
facilities, as defined herein, shall not exceed $137,500,000: Provided further, That 
the amount outstanding for hospitals. referred to in clause (2) of section 404(b) 
of this title, shall not exceed $62,500,000.” 

Src. 602. (a) Title IV of the Housing Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new section as follows: 


“LOANS FOR CLASSROOM BUILDINGS AND OTHER ACADEMIC FACILITIES 


“Sec. 405. (a) In addition to the other purposes for which financial assistance 
may be extended under this title, the Administrator may make loans to educa- 
tional institutions for (1) the construction of aew structures suitable for use as 
classrooms, laboratories, and related facilities (including initial equipment, ™a- 
chinery, and utilities) necessary or appropriate for the instruction of students or 
the administration of the institution, and (2) the rehabilitation, alteration, con- 
version, or improvement of existing structures for the uses described above if 
such structures are otherwise inadequate for such uses. As used in this section, 
the term ‘educational institution’ means any educational institution offering at 
least a two-year program acceptable for full credit toward a baccalaureate degree, 
including any public educational institution, or any private educational institu- 
tion no part of the net earnings of which inures to the benefit of any private 
shareholder or individual. 

““(b) Any educational institution which, prior to the effective date of this 
section, has contracted for the construction, rehabilitation, alteration, conversion, 
or improvement of any structures for the uses described in subsection (a) above 
may, in connection therewith, receive loans authorized by this section, as the 
Administrator may determine, but no such loan shall be made in connection with 
the construction, rehabilitation, alteration, conversion, or improvement of anv 
such structure if the work thereon was commenced prior to the effective date of 
this section, or was completed prior to the filing of an application under this 
section.” 

(b) Title IV of such Act is further amended by— 

(1) striking out “HousIne”’ in the heading of such title and inserting in 
lieu thereof “Loans”; 

(2) Striking out “FEDERAL” in the heading of section 401 and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘‘CcOLLEGE HOUSING”’; 

(3) inserting after “loan’’ in clause (1) of the proviso in section 401(a) the 
following: ‘‘(including any loan under section 405 of this title)’’; 

(4) striking out ‘‘A loan to an educational institution may be in an amount 
not exceeding the total development cost of the facility, as determined by the 
Administrator’ in section 401(c) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“A loan under this section to an educational institution may be in an amount 
not exceeding the total development cost of the facility, as determined by the 
Administrator, and a loan under section 405 of this title to an educations! 
institution may be in an amount not exceeding the cost of construction of the 
structures involved (including related facilities), and the land on which the 
structures are located, as determined by the Administrator’; 
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” 


(5) inserting ‘‘(1)’’ immediately before the text of subsection (d) of section 
401 (as amended by section 601 of this Act), and by adding at the end of 
such subsection (d) a new paragraph as follows: 

(2) In addition to the notes and other obligations authorized in paragraph 
(1) of this subsection, the Administrator may issue to the Secretary, from time 
to time and have outstanding at any one time, in an amount not exceeding 
$62,500,000, notes and other obligations for the purpose of carrying out the pro- 
visions of section 405 of this title.’’; 

(6) striking out section 401(f) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“(f) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Administrator such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this title.”’ 

(7) inserting before the semicolon in section 402(c)(2) a colon and the 
following: ‘Provided, That the Administrator shall extend financial assist- 
ance to educational institutions under section 405 only after consultation 
with, and in accordance with the advice and recommendation of, said Office 
of Education’’; 

(8) adding the following new subsections at the end of section 402: 

““(e) The provisions of section 309 of the Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act, 1950 (63 Stat. 662), which are applicable to corporations or agencies subject 
to the Government Corporation Control Act, shall also be applicable to the activ- 
ities of the Administrator under this title. 

“(f) The Administrator shall take such action as may be necessary to insure 
that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors on 
any project assisted under this title, the construction or rehabilitation of which 
was commenced after the date of enactment of the Housing Act of 1959, (1) shall 
be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on the same type of work 
on similar construction in the immediate locality as determined by the Secretary 
of Labor in accordance with the Act of March 3, 1931 (Davis-Bacon Act), as 
amended, and (2) shall be employed not more than forty hours in any one week 
unless the employee receives wages for his employment in excess of the hours 
specified above at a rate not less than one and one-half times the regular rate at 
which he is employed; but the Administrator may waive the application of this 
subsection in cases or classes of cases where laborers or mechanics, not otherwise 
employed at any time in the construction of such project, voluntarily donate 
their services without full compensation for the purpose of lowering the costs of 
construction and the Administrator determines that any amounts saved thereby 
ae ew credited to the educational institution undertaking the construction.”; 
an 

(9) inserting after ‘‘For the purposes of this title,’’ in section 404 the 
following: ‘‘except as otherwise provided in section 405,’’. 

Sec. 603. (a) Section 404(b) of the Housing Act of 1950 is amended by striking 
out “and (4)” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘(4)’’ and by inserting before the 
period at the end thereof the following: “‘, and (5) any nonprofit student housing 
cooperative corporation established for the purpose of providing housing for 
students or students and faculty of any institution included in clause (1) of this 
subsection’’. 

(b) Section 401 of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

**(g) In the case of any loan made under this section to a nonprofit student 
housing cooperative corporation referred to in clause (5) of section 404(b), the 
Administrator shall require that the note securing such loan be co-signed by the 
educational institution (referred to in clause (1) of such section) at which such 
corporation is located; and in the event of the dissolution of such corporation, title 
to the housing constructed with such loan shall vest in such educational insti- 


tution.” 
TITLE VII—ARMED SERVICES HOUSING 


Sec. 701. (a) Section 803(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by 
striking out “June 30, 1959” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘September 30, 1960’’. 
(b) The second sentence of section 803(b) (3) of such Act is amended by striking 
out “have a maturity not to exceed twenty-five years” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“but not to exceed thirty years from the beginning of amortization of the mort- 
age’. 
: (c) Section 803(b)(3) of such Act is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: “The property or project may include such nondwelling 
facilities as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants.” 
(d) Section 803(c) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “The Commissioner is further authorized to reduce the 
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amount of the premium charge below one-half of 1 per centum per annum with 
respect to any mortgage on property acquired by the Secretary of Defense or his 
designee if the mortgage is insured pursuant to the provisions of this title as in 
effect prior to August 11, 1955.” 

(e) Section 803 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: ’ 

“‘(k) The Commissioner shall not insure any mortgage under this section unless 
the principal contractor or contractors engaged in the construction of the project 
involved file a certificate or certificates (at such times, in the course of construc- 
tion or otherwise, as the Commissioner may prescribe) certifying that the laborers 
and mechanics employed in the construction of such project have been paid 
not less than one and one-half times the regular rate of pay for employment in 
excess of eight hours in any one day or in excess of forty hours in any one week.” 

Sec. 702. (a) The first sentence of section 404(a) of the Housing Amendments 
of 1955 is amended to read as follows: ‘“‘Whenever the Secretary of Defense or 
his designee deems it necessary for the purpose of this title, he may acquire, by 
purchase, donation, condemnation, or other means of transfer, any land or 
(with the approval of the Federal Housing Commissioner) (1) any housing financed 
with mortgages insured under title VIII of the National Housing Act as in effect 
prior to August 11, 1955, or (2) any housing situated adjacent to a military 
installation which was (A) completed prior to July 1, 1952, (B) certified by the 
Department of Defense, prior to construction, as being necessary to meet an 
existing military family housing need and considered as military housing by the 
Federal Housing Commissioner, and (C) financed with mortgages insured under 
section 207 of the National Housing Act.” 

(b) Section 404(b) of the Housing Amendments of 1955 is amended by striking 
out ‘“‘constructed under the mortgage insurance provisions of title VIII of the 
National Housing Act (as in effect prior to the enactment of the Housing Amend- 
ments of 1955)”, and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘described in clause 
(1) or (2) of subsection (a) of this section’’. 

(c) Section 407(f) of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to authorize certain construction 
at military installations, and for other purposes’, approved August 30, 1957, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(f) This section shall have no application to any housing described in clause 
(1) or (2) of section 404(a) of the Housing Amendments of 1955, as amended.” 

Sec. 703. (a) Title VIII of the National Housing Act is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 

“Src. 810. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, the Commis- 
sioner may insure and make commitments to insure any mortgage under this sec- 
tion which meets the eligibility requirements hereinafter set forth. 

““(b) No mortgage shall be insured under this section unless the Secretary of 
Defense or his designee shall have certified to the Commissioner that (1) the hous- 
ing which is covered by the insured mortgage is necessary in the interest of na- 
tional defense in order to provide adequate housing for military personnel and 
essential civilian personnel serving or employed in connection with an installation 
of one of the armed services of the United States, (2) there is no present intention 
to curtail substantially the number of such personnel assigned or to be assigned to 
the installation, (3) adequate housing is not available for such personnel at reason- 
able rentals within reasonable commuting distances of such installation, and (4) the 
mortgaged property will not so far as can be reasonably foreseen substantially 
curtail occupancy in any existing housing in the vicinity of the installation which is 
covered by mortgages insured under this Act. Any such certificate issued by the 
Secretary of Defense or his designee shall be conclusive evidence to the Commis- 
sioner of the eligiblity of the mortgage for insurance in accordance with the require- 
ments of this subsection. 

“(c) The Commissioner may accept any mortgage for insurance under this sec- 
tion without regard to any requirement in any other section of this Act that the 
property or project be economically sound. ' 

““(d) The Commissioner shall require each project covered by a mortgage 
insured under this section to be held for rental for a period of not less than five 
years after the project or dwelling is made available for initial occupancy or until 
advised by the Secretary of Defense or his designee that the housing may be 
released from such rental condition. ‘The Commissioner shall prescribe such pro- 
cedures as in his judgment are necessary to secure reasonable preference or priority 
in the sale or rental of dwellings covered by a mortgage insured under this section 
for military personnel and essential civilian employees of the armed services, and 
employees of contractors for the armed services, as evidenced by certification 
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issued by the Secretary of Defense or his designee. Such certificate shall be con- 
clusive evidence to the Commissioner of the employment status of the person 
requiring housing and of such person’s need for the housing. 

“(e) For the purpose of providing multifamily rental housing projects or 
housing projects consisting of individual single family dwellings for sale, the 
Commissioner is authorized to insure mortgages (including advances on such 
mortgages during construction) which cover property held by a private corpora- 
tion, association, cooperative society, or trust. Any such mortgagor shall possess 
powers necessary therefor and incidental thereto and shall until the termination 
of all obligations of the Commissioner under such insurance be regulated or 
restricted as to rents or sales, charges, capital structure, rate of return, and 
methods of operation to such extent and in such manner as to provide reasonable 
rentals to tenants and a reasonable return on the investment. The Commissioner 
may make such contracts with, and acquire for not to exceed $100 such stock or 
interest in, any such corporation, association, cooperative society, or trust as he 
may deem necessary to render effective such restriction or regulation. Such 
stock or interest shall be paid for out of the Armed Services Housing Mortgage 
Insurance Fund, and shall be redeemed by the corporation, association, coopera- 
tive society, or trust at par upon the termination of all obligations of the Com- 
missioner under the insurance. 

“(f) To be eligible for insurance under this section, a mortgage on any multi- 
family rental property or project shall involve a principal obligation in an amount 
(1) not to exceed $5.000,000 or (2) not to exceed, for such part of such property 
or project us may be attributable to dwelling use, $2,500 per room (or $9,000 per 
family unit if the number of rooms in such property or project is less than four 
per family unit), and not to exceed 90 per centum of the estimated value of the 
property or project when the proposed physical improvements are completed. 
The Commissioner may increase any of the foregoing dollar amount limitations 
per room contained in this paragraph by not to exceed $1,000 per room in any 
geographical area where he finds that cost levels so require. 

“(g) To be eligible for insurance under this section a mortgage on any property 
or project constructed for eventual sale of single family dwellings shall involve 
2 principal obligation in an amount not to exceed $5,000,000 and not to exceed a 
sum computed on the basis of a separate mortgage for each single family dwelling 
(irrespective of whether such dwelling has a party wall or is otherwise physically 
connected with another dwelling or dwellings) comprising the property or project 
equal to the total of each of the maximum principal obligations of such mortgages 
which would meet the requirements of section 203(b)(2) of this Act if the mort- 
gagor were the owner and occupant who had made the required payment on 
account of the property prescribed in such paragranh. 

““(h) Any mortgage insured under this section shall provide for complete amorti- 
zation by periodic payments within such terms as the Commissioner may pre- 
scribe but not to exceed the maximum term applicable to mortgages under section 
207 of this Act and shall bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) 
at not to exceed the rate applicable to mortgages insured under section 207, 
except that individual mortgages of the character described in subsection (g) 
covering the individual dwellings in the project may have a term not in excess of 
the maximum term applicable to mortgages insured under section 203 of this Act 
or the unexpired term of the project mortgage at the time of the release of the 
mortgaged property from such project mortgage, whichever is the greater, and 
shall bear interest at not to exceed the rate applicable to mortgages insured under 
section 203. The Commissioner may consent to the release of a part or parts 
of the mortgaged property from the lien of the mortgage upon such terms and 
conditions as he may prescribe and the mortgage may provide for such release, 
and a mortgage of the character described in subsection (g) of this section may 
provide that, at any time after the release of the project from the rental period 
prescribed by subsection (d), such mortgage may be replaced, in whole or in part, 
by individual mortgages covering each individual dwelling in the project in 
amounts not to exceed the unpaid balance of the blanket mortgage allocable to 
the individual property. Each such individual mortgage may be insured under 
this section. Property covered by a mortgage insured under this section may 
include eight or more family units and may include such commercial and commu- 
nity facilities as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants. 

(i) The aggregate number of dwelling units (including all units in multifamily 
projects or individual dwellings) covered by outstanding commitments to insure 
and mortgages insured under this section shall at no time exceed five thousand 
dwelling units. 
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‘“‘(j) The provisions of subsections (d), (e), (g), (h), (i), (j), (k), (), (m), (n), 
and (p) of section 207 of this title shall be applicable to mortgages insured under 
this section except individual mortgages of the character described in subsection 
(g) of this section covering the individual dwellings in the project, and as to such 
individual mortgages the provisions of subsections (a), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), (h), 
(j), and (k) of section 204 shall be applicable: Provided, That wherever the words 
‘fund’, ‘Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund,’ or ‘Housing Insurance Fund’ appear 
in section 204 or 207, such reference shall refer to the Armed Services Housing 
Mortgage Insurance Fund with respect to mortgages insured under this section. 

‘*(k) The provisions of sections 801, 802, 803(c), 803(i), 803(j), 804(a), 804(b), 
and 807 and the provisions of section 803(a) relating to the aggregate amount of 
all mortgages insured and the expiration date of the Commissioner’s authority to 
insure under this title shall be applicable to mortgages insured under this section. 

‘‘(1) If the Commissioner determines that insurance of mortgages on any 
housing of the type described in this section is not an acceptable risk, he may 
require the Secretary of Defense to guarantee the Armed Services Housing 
Mortgage Insurance Fund from loss with respect to mortgages insured pursuant 
to this section. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to provide for payment to meet losses arising from such 
guaranty.” 

(b) Section 808 of such Act is amended by striking out ‘“‘The”’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: ‘“‘ Except in the case of mortgages on multifamily rental 
housing projects insured under section 810, the’’. 

c) Section 212(a) of such Act is amended by striking out ‘“‘or under title VIII” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘or under section 803 or 810 of title VIII’. 


TITLE VIITI—MISCELLANEOUS 
REACQUISITION BY FORMER OWNERS 


Sec. 801. (a) Title IX of the National Housing Act is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 909. Notwithstanding any other provision of law the Commissioner is 
authorized, in the disposal of properties acquired by him in insurance operations 
under the provisions of this title, to give former mortgagor-owners a preference 
and priority of opportunity to reacquire such properties: Provided, That such 
former mortgagor-owners shall be required, under such procedures as may be 
established from time to time by the Commissioner, to offer prices and terms 
reasonably commensurate with the value of such properties and not less favorable 
than prices and terms offered by other prospective purchasers.”’ 

(b) Section 608 of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

“(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of law the Commissioner is au- 
thorized, in the disposal of properties acquired by him in insurance operations 
under this section, to give former mortgagor-owners a preference and priority of 
opportunity to reacquire such properties: Provided, That such former mortgagor- 
owners shall be required, under such procedures as may be established from time 
to time by the Commissioner, to offer prices and terms reasonably commensurate 
with the value of such properties and not less favorable than prices and terms 
offered by other prospective purchasers.” 


SURVEYS OF PUBLIC WORKS PLANNING 


Sec. 802. Section 702 of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(f) The Administrator is authorized to use during any fiscal year not to 
exceed $50,000 of the moneys in the revolving fund (established under subsection 
(e)) to conduct surveys of the status and current volume of State and local public 
works planning and surveys of estimated requirements for State and local public 
works: Provided, That the Administrator, in conducting any such survey, may 
utilize or act through any Federal department or agency with its consent.” 


DISPOSAL OF PASSYUNK AND NEWPORT WAR HOUSING PROJECTS 


Sne. 803. (a) The use of projects PA-36011 and PA-36012 (which were con- 
veved to the Housing Authority of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, under section 
406(c) of the Housing Act of 1956) for the housing of military personnel and 
Civilians employed in defense activities without regard to their income and the 
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giving of a preference in respect of 700 dwelling units in such projects for such 
military personnel as the Secretary of Defense or his designee prescribes, for a 
period of five years after the date of the conveyance of such. projects, is hereby 
authorized; and such use and the giving of such preferences shall not deprive such 
projects of their status as “‘low-rent housing” as that term is used and defined 
in the United States Housing Act of 1937 and within the meaning of that term 
as used in section 606(b) of the Act entitled “An Act to expedite the provision 
of housing in connection with national defense, and for other purposes’, approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended. The Housing and Home Finance Administrator 
is authorized and directed to agree to any amendments to the instruments of 
conveyance which may be required to give effect to the purposes of this section. 

(b) Section 406(c) of the Housing Act of 1956 is amended by striking out ‘‘three 
years” in the first proviso and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘five years’’. 


FARM HOUSING RESEARCH 


Sec. 804. Section 603(c) of the Housing Act of 1957 is amended to read as 
follows: 

““(e) The authority of the Housing and Home Finance Administrator to make 
grants under subsection (b) shall expire June 30, 1961. The total amount of such 
grants shall not exceed $300,000 during each of the fiscal vears ending June 30, 
1958, and June 30, 1959, and shall not exceed $100,000 during the period beginning 
July 1, 1959, and ending June 30, 1961.” 


VA LOANS 


Sec. 805. Paragraph (1) of section 1803(d) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out “thirty years’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘thirty-five 


’ 


years”’. 


HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION 


Src. 806. (a) Section 605(b) of the Housing Act of 1956 is amended by striking 
out ‘£1958’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘1960’’. 

(b) Section 605(c) of the Housing Act of 1956 is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end thereof the following: “‘, and the sum of $7,500,000, for the 
purposes of this section for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1959. and June 
30, 1960’’. 

SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS 


Sec. 807. (a) Section 5(c) of the Home Owners Loan Act of 1933 is amended by 
inserting before the colon at the end of the first proviso a comma and the following: 
“and additional sums not exceeding 20 per centum of the assets of an association 
may be used without regard to such area restriction for the making or purchase of 
participating interests in first liens on one- to four-family homes, except that the 
aggregate sums invested pursuant to the two exceptions in this proviso shall not 
exceed 30 per centum of the assets of such association’’. 

(b) The second paragraph of section 5(c) of such Act is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: ‘‘Participating interests in loans 
secured by mortgages which have the benefit of insurance or guaranty (or a 
commitment therefor) under the National Housing Act, the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act of 1944, or chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code, shall not be 
taken into account in determining the amount of loans which an association may 
make within any of the percentage limitations contained in the first proviso of this 
subsection.” 

(c) Section 5(c) of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

“Without regard to any other provision of this subsection except the area 
restriction, any such association whose general reserves, surplus, and undivided 
profits aggregate a sum in excess of 5 per centum of its withdrawable accounts is 
authorized to invest an amount not exceeding at any one time 5 per centum of 
such withdrawable accounts in loans to finance the acquisition and development 
of land for primarily residential usage, subject to such rules and regulations as the 
Board may prescribe.” 


VOLUNTARY HOME MORTGAGE CREDIT PROGRAM 


Src. 808. Section 610(a) of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended by striking out 
“July 31, 1959” and inserting in lieu thereof “July 31, 1961”. 
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STUDY OF MIGRATORY WORKERS HOUSING 


Sec. 809. The Housing and Home Finance Administrator is authorized and 
directed to undertake a comprehensive study to determine the character and 
extent of the housing needs of migratory workers and the best means of providing 
for such needs 


DEFENSE HOUSING PROJECTS 


Sec. 810. Section 606 of the Act of October 14, 1940, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1586), is amended 
(1) by inserting the following sentence after the first sentence of subsection 
(b): “‘If any such project is consolidated under a single annual contributions 
contract with any low-rent project being assisted with annual contributions 
under the said Act, the payment of any annual contribution on account of 
any project so assisted shall not be deemed to be a capital grant or annual 
contribution with respect to any project conveved hereunder.”’; and 
(2) by inserting the following proviso before the semicolon at the end of 
subsection (¢)(3): “: Provided, That the provisions of this paragraph shall 
not be applicable to any project which is consolidated under a single contract 
with one or more low-rent projects being assisted under the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, and all income from any such project conveved under 
this section may be commingled with funds of the project or projects with 
which it is consolidated and applied in accordance with the requirements of 
the consolidated contract and the provisions of section 10(c) of the said Act’’. 


DISPOSAL OF PROJECTS 


Sec. 811. Section 607 of the Act of October 14, 1940, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1587), is amended by adding at the end thereof a new subsection as follows: 

“(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Administrator may, 
whenever he deems it desirable, in the public interest, and in the fulfillment of the 
purposes of this title, consent to the modification, with respect to purchase price, 
repayment period, rate of interest, time of payment of any installment on principal 
or interest, security, or any other term, of any contract, sale, mortgage, or other 
agreement to which he is a party, or which has been transferred to him pursuant 
to this title: Provided, That, in any such modification of a contract, sale, mort- 
gage, or other agreement relating to housing projects heretofore disposed of as a 
whole or in other portions, exceeding four family dwelling units per portion, 
under paragraph (c) of this section by sale to a group organized on a mutual or 
cooperative basis, the Administrator shall endeavor to make such modifications 
as may be necessary to enable such group to retain possession, wherever this 
result can be achieved without undue sacrifice of the interest of the Federal 
Government.” 

CITY PLANNING SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS 


Sec. 812. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $300,000 
for a three-vear period commencing on July 1, 1959, to be used by the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator for the purpose of providing scholarships and 
fellowships in public and private nonprofit institutions of higher education for the 
graduate training of professional city planning and housing technicians and special- 
ists. Persons shall be selected for such scholarships and fellowships solely on the 
basis of ability. 

REAL ESTATE LOANS BY NATIONAL BANKS 


Sec. 813. Section 203 of the National Housing Act is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsection: 

‘“‘(j) Loans secured by mortgages insured under this section shall not be taken 
into account in determining the amount of real estate loans which a national bank 
may make in relation to its capital and surplus or its time and savings deposits.”’ 

Sam RAYRURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
RICHARD NIXON, 
Vice President of the United States and 


President of the Senate. 
[Endorsement on back of bill:] 


I certify that this Act originated in the Senate. 
Fre._ton M. Jounston, Secretaru 
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[S. 65, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide interim authorization for home mortgage insurance, urban renewal 
and college housing 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 217 of the National Housing Act 
is amended by striking out “$7,000,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
**$13,000,000,000”. 

Sec. 2. Section 103 (b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by— 

(1) striking out in the first sentence all before the proviso and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “The Administrator, on and after July 1, 1949, 
may, with the approval of the President, contract to make capital grants 
with respect to projects assisted under this title aggregating not to exceed 
$1,450,000,000 :”’, and 

(2) striking out in the proviso “, and any such authorized increase 
therein,”’. 

Sec. 3. Section 401(d) of the Housing Act of 1950 is amended by striking out 
“$925,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof “$1,125,000,000" and by striking out 
“$100,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof “$125,000,000". 


[S. 612, 86th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To extend and amend laws relating to the provision and improvement of housing 
and the conservation and development of urban communities, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Housing 
Act of 1959.” 

TITLE I—FHA INSURANCE 


Sec. 101. Section 2(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out “on and after July 1, 1939, and prior to September 30, 1959,”. 

Sec. 102. (a) Section 2(a) of such Act is amended by striking out the last 
sentence of the first paragraph thereof. 

(b) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended by striking out the the colon and 
all that follows the colon and placing a period after the word “thereon”. 

(c) Section 203(i) of such Act is amended by striking out the comma follow- 
ing the word “highway” and everything that follows and inserting a period in 
lieu thereof. 

(d) Section 217 of such Act is repealed. 

(e) Section 701 of such Act is amended by striking out the colon at the end 
of the first proviso and everything that follows and inserting a period in lieu 
thereof. 

Sec. 103. (a) Section 8(g) of such Act is amended by striking out “and (h) of 
section 204” and inserting in lieu thereof “(h), (j) and (k) of section 204.” 

(b) Sections 213(e), 222(f) (1), 221(g) (1), 222(e) and 809(e) of such Act are 
each amended by striking out “and (j) of section 204” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “(j) and (k) of section 204”. 

Sec. 104. Section 203(b) of such Act is amended by— 

(1) striking out “$20,000” in paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$25,000” : and 

(2) striking out the period at the end of paragraph (8) and inserting in 
lieu thereof a colon and the following: “Provided, That such 85 per centum 
limitation shall not be applicable if the mortgagor and mortgagee assume 
responsibility in a manner satisfactory to the Commissioner for the reduc- 
tion of the mortgage by an amount not less than 15 per centum of the out- 
standing principal amount thereof in the event the mortgaged property is 
not, prior to the due date of the eighteenth amortization payment of the 
mortgage, sold to a purchaser acceptable to the Commissioner who is the 
occupant of the property and who assumes and agrees to pay the mortgage 
indebtedness.” 

Sec. 105. Section 204(k) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(k) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section or of section 604 
or 904 and with respect to any debentures issued in exchange for properties con- 
veyed to and accepted by the Commissioner after the effective date of the 
Housing Act of 1959 in accordance with such sections, the Commissioner may: 
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(1) inelude in debentures reasonable payments made by the mortgagee with 
the approval of the Commissioner for the purpose of protecting, operating or 
preserving the property, and taxes imposed upon any deed or any other instru- 
ment by which the property was acquired by the mortgagee and transferred or 
conveyed to the Commissioner; (2) include in debentures as a portion of fore- 
closure costs (to the extent that foreclosure costs may be included in such deben- 
tures by any other provision of this Act) payments made by the mortgagee for 
the cost of acquiring the property and conveying and evidencing title to the 
property to the Commissioner; and (3) terminate the mortgagee’s obligation to 
pay mortgage insurance premiums upon receipt of an application for debentures 
tiled by the mortgagee, or in the event the contract of insurance is terminated 
pursuant to section 229.” 

Sec. 106. Section 207 of such Act is amended by— 

(1) striking out in subsection (b) “(except provisions relating to housing 
for elderly persons)” and “(except with respect to housing designed for 
elderly persons with occupancy preference therefor, as provided in the para- 
graph following paragraph (3) of subsection (¢c))”: 

(2) striking out in subsection (c) the first unnumbered paragraph fol- 
lowing paragraph (3) ; 

(3) striking out “414 per centum” in the first sentence of the second un- 
numbered paragraph following paragraph (3) of subsection (c) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “514 per centum” ; and 

(4) adding at the end thereof a new subsection (r) to read as follows: 

“(r) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Commissioner is 
authorized to include in any mortgage insured under any title of this Act, after 
the effective date of the Housing Act of 1959, a provision requiring the mort- 
gagor to pay a service charge to the Commissioner in the event such mortgage 
is assigned to and held by the Commissioner. Such service charge shall not ex- 
ceed the amount prescribed by the Commissioner for mortgage insurance pre- 
miums applicable to such mortgage.” 

Sec. 107. Section 212(a) of such Act is amended by adding before the period 
at the end thereof “, and any mortgage insured under sections 221(d) (4) and 
230(¢) (4)”. 

Sec. 108. Section 213(d) of such Act is amended by— 

(1) striking out the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “Any mortgage insured under this section shall provide for complete 
amortization by periodic payments within such term as the Commissioner 
may prescribe but not to exceed forty years from the beginning of amortiza- 
tion of the mortgage, and shall bear interest (exclusive of premium charges 
for insurance) at not to exceed 5% per centum per annum, on the amount 
of the principal obligation outstanding at any time, except that individual 
mortgages insured pursuant to this subsection covering the individual dwell- 
ings in the project may bear interest at such per centum per annum, not in 
excess of 6 per centum per annum on the amount of the principal obliga- 
tion outstanding at any time, as the Commissioner finds necessary to meet 
the mortgage market.” ; and 

(2) striking out the last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “Property covered by a mortgage executed by a corporation or trust 
of the character described in subsection (a) shall include eight or more 
family units. Property covered by a mortgage executed by a corporation 
or trust of the character described in paragraph (1) or (3) of subsection 
(a) of this section may include such commercial and community facilities 
as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants of the property.” 

Sec. 109. The first sentence of section 214 of such Act is amended by striking 
out “mortgage amounts provided in this Act,” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“mortgage amounts including increased mortgage amounts in geographical areas 
where cost levels require an increase) provided in this Act,”. 

Sec. 110. Section 218 of such Act is repealed. 

Sec. 111. Section 220(d) (3) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(3) The mortgage shall— 

“(A) involve a principal obligation (including such initial service charges, 
appraisal, inspection, and other fees as the Commissioner shall approve) 
in an amount not in excess of— 

“(i) $25,000 in the case of a property upon which there is located 
a dwelling designed principally for a one- or two-family residence, or 
in the case of a dwelling (or dwellings) designed for more than two 
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families but less than twelve families, such greater amount as the Com- 
missioner may prescribe ; 

“(ii) 97 per centum of $13,500 of the Commissioner’s estimate of 
replacement cost of the property as of the date the mortgage is accepted 
for insurance plus 85 per centum of such cost in excess of $13,500 but 
not in excess of $16,000 and 70 per centum of such cost in excess of 
$16,000 if the application for insurance is for construction of a proposed 
dwelling approved for insurance prior to the beginning of construction ; 

“(iii) 97 per centum of $13,500 of the Commissioner's estimate of the 
appraised value of the property as of the date the mortgage is accepted 
for insurance plus & per centum of such value in excess of $13,500 but 
not in excess of $16,000 and 70 per centum of such value in excess of 
$16,000 if the application for insurance covers (1) an existing dwelling, 
the construction of which was completed more than one year preceding 
the date of the application for insurance, or (2) a dwelling which is 
to be rehabilitated with the mortgage proceeds ; 

“(iv) 90 per centum of $13,500 of the Commissioner’s estimate of the 
appraised value of the property as of the date the mortgage is accepted 
for insurance plus 85 per centum of such value in excess of $13,500 but not 
in excess of $16,000 and 70 per centum of such value in excess of $16,000 
if the application for insurance covers (1) a dwelling under construction 
at the time the application is filed, or (2) an existing dwelling, the 
construction of which was completed within one year prior to the 
date of the application for insurance; 

“(v) 85 per centum of any mortgage amount computed under the 
foregoing provisions of this subparagraph (A) if the mortgagor is not 
the occupant of the property : Provided, That such 85 per centum limita- 
tion shall not be applicable if the mortgagor and mortgagee assume 
responsibility in a manner satisfactory to the Commissioner for the 
reduction of the mortgage by an amount not less than 15 per centum of 
the outstanding principal amount thereof in the event the mortgaged 
property is not, prior to the due date of the eighteenth amortization pay- 
ment of the mertgage, sold to a purchaser acceptable to the Conmiunis- 
sioner who is the occupant of the property and who assumes and 
agrees to pay the mortgage indebtedness ; 

“(B) (i) not exceed $12,500,000, or, if executed by a mortgagor coming 
within the provisions of paragraph (2) (B) of this subsection (d), not exceed 
$50,000,000 ; 

“(ii) not exceed (in the case of a property or project approved for 
mortgage insurance prior to the beginning of construction) the Commission- 
er’s estimate of the replacement cost of the property or project when the 
proposed improvements are completed (the replacement cost may include 
the land, the proposed physical improvements, utilities within the boun- 
daries of the land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest during construction, and 
other miscellaneous charges incident to construction and approved by the 
Commissioner, but shall not include any allowance for builder's or sponsor's 
general overhead and profit) ; 

“(iii) not exceed 90 per centum of the Commissioner’s estimate of the 
value of the property or project when the proposed improvements are com- 
pleted if the proceeds of the mortgage are to be used for the repair or 
rehabilitation of a project or property ; and 

“(iv) not exceed, for such part of the property or project as may be 
attributable to dwelling use (excluding exterior land improvements as 
defined by the Commissioner), $2,250 per room (or $8,100 per family unit if 
the number of rooms in such property or project is less than four per family 
unit). The Commissioner may, in his discretion, increase the dollar amount 
limitation of $2,250 per room to not to exceed $2,700 per room and the 
dollar amount limitation of $8,100 per family unit to not to exceed $8,400 per 
family unit, as the case may be, to compensate for the higher costs incident 
to the construction of elevator-type structures and may, in his discretion, 
increase any of the foregoing dollar amount limitations by not to exceed 
$1,000 per room without regard to the number of rooms being less than 
four, or four or more, in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels 
so require. 

“(v) include such nondwelling facilities as the Commissioner deems ade- 
quate to serve the needs of the occupants of the property and of other 
housing in the neighborhood.” 
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Sec. 112. Section 221 of such Act is amended by— 
(1) inserting in the first proviso of the second sentence of subsection (a) 
the word “reasonable” immediately preceding the word “preference” ; 
(2) striking out “$10,000” in paragraph (2) of subsection (d) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “$12,000” ; 
(3) striking out paragraph (3) of subsection (d) and inserting the fol- 
lowing new paragraph (3) : 
“(3) if executed by a mortgagor which is a private nonprofit corporation, 
association, or organization acceptable to the Commissioner, not exceed— 
“(i) $12,500,000; and 
“(ii) $9,000 per family unit for such part of such property or project 
as may be attributable to dwelling use except that the Commission 
may increase this amount to not to exceed $10,000 in any geographical 
area where he finds that cost levels so require; and 
“(iii) the Commissioner’s estimate of the replacement cost of the 
property or project when the proposed improvements are completed in 
the case of a property or project approved for mortgage insurance prior 
to the beginning of construction (the replacement cost may include the 
land, the proposed physical improvements, utilities within the bound- 
aries of the land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest during construction, 
and other miscellaneous charges incident to construction and approval 
by the Commissioner ) ; or 
“(iv) the Commissioner’s estimate of the value of the property or 
project when the proposed improvements are completed if the proceeds 
of the mortgage are to be used for the repair or rehabilitation of a 
property or project ;”: 
(4) inserting the following new paragraph (4) in subsection (d) and 
renumbering paragraph (4) to be paragraph (5): 
“(4) if executed by a mortgagor which is not a nonprofit organization, 
not exceed— 
“(i) $12,500,000; and 
“(ii) $9,000 per family unit for such part of such property or project 
as Inay be attributable to dwelling use except that the Commissioner 
may increase this amount to not to exceed $10,000 in any geographical 
area where he finds that cost levels so require; and 
“(iii) the Commissioner’s estimate of the replacement cost of the 
property or project when the proposed improvements are completed in 
the case of a property or project approved for mortgage insurance prior 
to the beginning of construction (the replacement cost may include the 
land, the proposed physical improvements, utilities within the bound- 
aries of the land, architect's fees, taxes, interest during construction, 
and other miscellaneous charges incident to construction and approved 
by the Commissioner, but shall not include any allowance for builder’s or 
sponsor’s general overhead or profit) ; or 
“(iv) 90 per centum of the Commissioner’s estimate of the value 
(as of the date the mortgage is accepted for insurance) of the property 
or project when the proposed improvements are completed if the pro- 
ceeds of the mortgage are to be used for the repair or rehabilitation 
of a property or project :”: 
(5) striking out the period at the end of subsection (d) and inserting in 
lieu thereof a semicolon and the following new paragraphs (6) and (7): 
“(6) in the case of mortgages meeting the requirements®of paragraphs 
(3) or (4) of this section, cover a property or project for use as rental 
accommodations for twelve or more families eligible for occupancy as pro- 
vided in this section ; and 
“(7) in the case of mortgages meeting the requirements of such para- 
graphs (3) or (4), be executed by a mortgagor approved by the Commis- 
sioner. The Commissioner may in his discretion require such mortgagor to 
be regulated or restricted as to rents, sales, charges, capital structure, rate 
of return and methods of operation, and for such purpose the Commissioner 
may make such contracts with and acquire, for not to exceed $100, such 
stock or interest in any such mortgagor as the Commissioner deems neces- 
sary to render effective such restriction or regulation. Such stock or in- 
terest shall be paid for out of the Section 221 Housing Insurance Fund and 
shall be redeemed by the mortgagor at par upon the termination of all ob- 
ligations of the Commissioner under the insurance.”: 
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(6) inserting the following before the period at the end of subsection (f) > 
“and may include such commercial and community facilities as the Com- 
missioner deems adequate to serve the occupants”; and 

(7) striking out “paragraph (3); in paragraph (2) of subsection (g) and 
inserting in lieu thereof “paragraph (3) or (4)”. 

Sec. 113. Section 227 of such Act is amended by— 

(1) striking out clause (iv) in subsection (a) and everything following 
clause (iv) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “‘(iv) under section 
221 if the mortgage meets the requirements of paragraph (3) or (4) of sub- 
section (d) thereof, or (v) under section 230;” and 

(2) striking out in subsection (c) the last two sentences and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “In the case of a mortgage insured under sec- 
tion 220(d) (8) (B) (ii) or section 221(d) (4) (iii), the ‘actual cost’ computed 
pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph (c) shall not include the al- 
lowances for general overhead items and builder’s profit set forth in clause 
(i) of this subsection.” 

Sec. 114. Title II of such Act is amended by adding the following at the end 
thereof : 
“VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF INSURANCE 


“Sec. 229. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act and with respect to 
any mortgage heretofore or hereafter insured under this Act, the Commissioner 
is authorized to terminate any mortgage insurance contract upon request by the 
mortgagor and mortgagee and upon payment of such termination charge as the 
Commissioner determines to be equitable, taking into consideration the neces- 
sity of protecting the various insurance funds. Upon such termination mort- 
gagors and mortgagees shall be entitled to the rights, if any, to which they would 
be entitled under this Act if the insurance contract were terminated by payment 
in full of the insured mortgage.” 

Sec. 115. Title II of such Act is amended by adding the following at the end 
thereof : 

“HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 


“Sec. 230. (a) The purpose of this section is to assist in relieving the short- 
age of housing for elderly persons and to increase the supply of rental housing 
for elderly persons. 

“For the purposes of this section— 

“(1) the term ‘housing’ means a project or property having eight or more 
new or rehabilitated living units, specially designed for the use and oc- 
cupancy of elderly persons ; 

“(2) the term ‘elderly person’ means any person, married or single, who 
is sixty years of age or more; 

“(3) the terms ‘mortgage’, ‘mortgagee’, ‘mortgagor’, and ‘maturity date’ 
shall have the meanings set forth in section 207 of this Act. 

“(b) The Commissioner is authorized to insure any mortgage (including ad 
vances on mortgages during construction) in accordance with the provisions of 
this section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe and to make 
commitments for insurance of such mortgages prior to the date of their execution 
or disbursement thereon. 

“(c) To be eligible for insurance under this section, a mortgage to provide 
housing for elderly persons shall— 

“(1) inyolve a principal obligation in an amount not to exceed $12,500,000, 
or, if executed by Federal or State instrumentalities, municipal corporate 
instrumentalities of one or more States, or nonprofit development or hous- 
ing corporations restricted by Federal or State laws or regulations of State 
banking or insurance departments as to rents, charges. capital structure, 
rate of return, and methods of operation, not to exceed $50.000,000 : 

“(2) not exceed, for such part of such property or project as may be 
attributable to dwelling use, $8,100 per living unit: Provided, That the 
Commissioner may, in his discretion, increase the dollar amount limitation 
of $8,100 per unit to not to exceed $8,400 per unit to compensate for the 
higher costs incident to the construction of elevator-type structures and 
may increase each of the foregoing dollar amount limitations by not to 
exceed $1,000 per room in any geographical area where he finds that cost 
levels so require ; 

“(3) if executed by a mortgagor which is a private nonprofit corpora- 
tion, association or organization acceptable to the Commissioner, involve 





ee ee ee ee ae 


Af mneo-m re ~ e 


i J 


‘te 
the m 
upon 
proce 
prefe 

ae 
(m), 
unde} 
sectic 

SEC 
end t 
sione) 
sidere 
prope 

SEC 





t- 
& 


C- 
10 
fe" 


dd 
of 
ke 
on 


ide 


0, 
ate 
pLLS- 
ate 
1re, 


- be 

the 
tion 

the 
and 
t to 
eost 


ora- 
‘olve 


ee 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8S. 57 39 
a principal obligation not in excess of 90 per centum of the amount which 
the Commissioner estimates will be the replacement cost of the property 
or project when the proposed improvements are completed (the replace- 
ment cost may include the land, the proposed physical improvements, 
utilities within the boundaries of the land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest 
during construction, and other miscellaneous charges incident to construc- 
tion and approved by the Commissioner) ; 

(4) if executed by a mortgagor approved by the Commissioner which is 
not a nonprofit corporation, association, or organization, involves a principal 
obligation not in excess of 90 per centum of the Commissioner’s estimate 
of the value of the property or project when the proposed improvements 
are completed (the Commissioner may in his discretion require such mort- 
gagor to be regulated or restricted as to rents, sales, charges, capital struc- 
ture, rate of return, and methods of operation, and for such purpose the 
Commissioner may make such contracts with and acquire, for not to exceed 
$100, such stock or interest in any such mortgagor as the Commissioner 
deems necessary to render effective such restriction or regulation. Such 
stock or interest shall be paid for out of the Housing Insurance Fund and 
shall be redeemed by the mortgagor at par upon the termination of all 
obligations of the Commissioner under the insurance) ; 

“(5) provide for complete amortization by periodic payments within such 
term as the Commissioner shall prescribe ; 

“(6) bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) at not 
to exceed 5% per centum per annum on the amount of the principal obliga- 
tion outstanding at any time; 

“(7) cover a property or project which is approved for mortgage insurance 
prior to the beginning of construction or rehabilitation, which is specially 
designed for the use and occupancy of elderly persons in accordance with 
standards established by the Commissioner, and which may include such 
commercial and special facilities as the Commissioner deems adequate to 
serve the occupants. 

“(d) The Commissioner may consent to the release of a part or parts of 
the mortgaged property from the lien of any mortgage insured under this section 
upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe, and shall prescribe such 
procedures as in his judgment are necessary to secure to elderly persons a 
preference or priority of opportunity to occupy such property. 

“(e) The provisions of subsections (d), (e), (f), (2), (bh), (i), (J), Ok), GQ), 
(m), (n), and (p) of section 207 of this Act shall apply to mortgages insured 
under this section, and all references therein to section 207 shall refer to this 
section.” 

Sec. 116. Section 512 of such Act is amended by adding the following at the 
end thereof: “For the purposes of compliance with this section the Commis- 
sioner’s notice of a proposed determination under this section shall be con- 
sidered to have been received by the interested person or firm if the notice is 
properly mailed to the last known address of such person or firm.” 

Sec. 117. Section 803 of such Act is amended by— 

(1) striking out “June 30, 1959” in subsection (a) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “June 30, 1960” ; 

(2) striking out the second sentence in paragraph (3) of subsection (b) 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “The mortgage shall provide for 
complete amortization by periodic payments within such term as the Com- 
missioner shall prescribe, but not to exceed thirty years from the beginning 
of amortization of the mortgage, and shall bear interest (exclusive of pre- 
mium charges for insurance) at not to exceed 5% per centum per annum 
of the amount of the principal obligation outstanding at any time.” : 

(3) adding at the end of said paragraph (3) the following: “The property 
or project may include such nondwelling facilities as the Commissioner 
deems adequate to serve the occupants.” ; and 

(4) adding at the end of subsection (c) the following : ‘“The Commissioner 
is further authorized to reduce the amount of premium below one-half of 1 
per centum per annum with respect to any mortgage acquired by the Secre- 
tary of Defense or his designee if the mortgage is insured pursuant to the 
provisions of this title as in effect prior to August 11, 1955.”. 
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TITLE II—FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 


Sec. 201. Section 302(b) of the National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out everything following “(3)” and inserting in lieu thereof “except with respect 
to mortgages insured under section 803 or mortgages covering property located 
in Alaska, Guam, or Hawaii, the Association may not purchase any mortgage 
if the original principal obligation thereof for each family residence or dwelling 
unit covered by the mortgage exceeds or exceeded $20,000 in the case of a mort- 
gage offered for purchase under section 304, or $15,000 in the case of a mortgage 
offered for purchase under section 305.” 

Sec. 202. Section 305(b) of such Act is amended by striking out everything 
following the first sentence thereof, and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“Subject to the provisions of this section, the prices to be paid by the Assacia- 
tion for mortgages purchased in its operations under this section shall be estab- 
lished from time to time by the Association. The Association shall impose 
charges or fees for its services under this section with the objective that all 
costs and expenses of its operations under this section should be within its in- 
come derived from such operations and that such operations should be fully 
self-supporting.” 

Sec. 208. (a) Sections 304(b) and 306(b) of such Act are amended by strik- 
ing out “and bonds or other obligations of, or bonds or other obligations guar- 
anteed as to principal and interest by, the United States” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “and obligations of the United States or guaranteed thereby, or obliga- 
tions which are lawful investments for fiduciary, trust, or public funds”. 

(b) Section 310 of such Act is amended by striking out “in bonds or other 
obligations of, or in bonds or other obligations guaranteed as to principal and 
interest by, the United States” and inserting in lieu thereof “in obligations of the 
United States or guaranteed thereby, or in obligations which are lawful invest- 
ments for fiduciary, trust, or public funds”’. 

Sec. 204. (a) Section 306 of such Act is amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following subsection : 

“(e) Notwithstanding any of the provisions of this Act or of any other law, the 
Association is authorized, under the aforesaid separate accountability, to make 
commitments to purchase and to purchase, service, or sell any mortgages offered 
to it by the Housing and Home Finance Administrator or the Housing ahd Home 
Finance Agency, or by such Agency’s constituent units or agencies or the heads 
thereof, after such Administrator has found the acquisition thereof by the As- 
sociation to be in the interest of the efficient management and liquidation of the 
mortgages. There shall be excluded from the total amounts set forth in sub- 
section (¢c) hereof the amounts of any mortgages purchased by the Association 
pursuant to this subsection.” 

(b) In connection with the sale of any mortgage to the Federal National 
Mortgage Association pursuant to section 306(e) of the Federal National Mort- 
gage Association Charter Act, the Housing and Home Finance Administrator is 
authorized, and any other official, unit, or agency selling such mortgages there- 
under is directed, to transfer to the Association from time to time, from authori- 
zations, limitations, and funds available for administrative expenses of such 
official, unit, or agency in connection with the same mortgages, such amounts 
thereof as said Administrator determines to be required for administrative 
expenses of the Association in connection with the purchase, servicing, and sale 
of such mortgages: Provided, That no such transfer shall be made after a budget 
estimate of the Association with respect to the same mortgages has been sub- 
mitted to and finally acted upon by the Congress. 


TITLE ITI—URBAN RENEWAL 


Sec. 301. Section 101(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new sentence as follows: “The Administrator shall particu- 
larly encourage the utilization of local public agencies established by the States 
to operate on a statewide basis in behalf of smaller communities within the 
State, whenever that arrangement provides an effective solution to community 
development or redevelopment problems in such communities, and is approved by 
resolution or ordinance of the governing bodies of the affected communities.” 

Src. 302. Section 102(a) of such Act is amended by striking out in the second 
sentence the words “as part of the gross project cost’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof “for such purposes”. 
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Sec. 303. (a) Section 102(c) of such Act is amended by— 

(1) inserting “feasibly, as determined by the Administrator,” after 
“obtain” ; 

(2) striking out “it may do so with the consent of” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “it shall do so under terms approved by” ; and 

(3) striking out “repayment of” and inserting in lieu thereof “repayment 
of the principal of and the interest on’. 

(b) Section 1luz(e) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) The total amount of loan contracts outstanding at any one time under 
this title shall not exceed the aggregate of the estimated expenditures to be made 
by local public agencies as part of the gross project cost of the projects assisted 
by such contracts. ‘lo obtain funds for advance and loan disbursements under 
this title, the Administrator may issue and have outstanding at any one time 
notes and obligations for purchase by the Secretary of the ‘Treasury in an 
amount which shall not, unless authorized by the President, exceed $1,000,000,000, 
it being the intention of this section that, to the fullest extent determined to be 
feasible by the Administrator, local public agencies shall obtain loan funds 
from sources other than the Federal Government, including such funds obtained 
in accordance with subsection (cc). For the purpose of establishing unpaid 
obligations as of a given date against the authorization contained in the pre- 
ceding sentence, the Administrator shall estimate the maximum amount to be 
required to be borrowed from the Treasury and outstanding at any one time 
with respect to loan commitments in effect on such date.” 

Sec. 304. (a) Section 103(a) of such Act is amended by striking out the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “The aggregate of capital 
grants with respect to all the projects of a local public agency on which contracts 
for capital grants have been made under this title shall not exceed the total 
amount obtained by adding together the amounts for each such project deter- 
mined by multiplying its net project cost by the applicable percentage. Such 
percentage, which shall apply to each project receiving initial Federal recogni- 
tion during the period specified, shall be 6624 per centum for the period prior 
to July 1, 1960; 60 per centum for the period between July 1, 1960, and June 30, 
1961, inclusive; 55 per centum for the period between July 1, 1961, and June 30, 
1962, inclusive; and 50 per centum for any time thereafter: Provided, That the 
percentage for any project for which no planning advance or grant is received 
and retained by the local public agency and which the Administrator, at the 
request of such agency, may approve on a three-fourths capital grant basis shall 
be 75 per centum, or such lesser percentage as the Administrator determines to 
be generally consistent with the percentage of net project costs hereunder 
applicable at the time to projects not so approved.” 

(b) Section 104 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 104. Every contract for capital grants under this title shall require 
local grants-in-aid in connection with the project involved which, together with 
the local grants-in-aid to be provided in connection with all other projects of the 
local public ageney on which contracts for capital grants have theretofore been 
made, will be at least equal to the difference between the aggregate net project 
costs involved and the sum described in the second sentence of section 103(a).” 

Sec. 305. (a) The first sentence of section 103 (b) of such Act is amended by 
(1) inserting after “$1,450,000,000" the following: “, which limit shall be in- 
creased by $250,000,000 on July 1 in each of the vears 1959, 1960, and 1961 and 
by $200,000,000 on July 1 in each of the years 1962, 1963, and 1964”, and (2) in- 
serting in the proviso after “such limit” the following: “, and any such authorized 
increase therein,”’. 

(b) The last sentence of section 108(b) of such Act is amended by inserting 
the following before the period at the end thereof: “: Provided, That any 
amounts so appropriated shall also be available for repaying to the Secretary 
of the Treasury, for application to notes of the Administrator, the principal 
amounts of any funds advanced to local public agencies under this title which 
the Administrator determines to be uncollectible because of the termination of 
activities for which such advances were made, together with the interest paid 
or accrued to the Secretary (as determined by him) attributable to notes given 
by the Administrator in connection with such advances, but all such repayments 
shall constitute a charge against the authorization to make contracts for grants 
contained in this section: Provided further, That no such determination of the 
Administrator shall be construed to prejudice the rights of the United States 
with respect to any such advance”. 
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Sec. 306. (a) Such Act is amended by— 

(1) striking out in the first sentence of section 102(d) the following: 
“The Administrator may make advances of funds to local public agencies 
for surveys of urban areas to determine whether the undertaking of urban 
renewal projects therein may be feasible and” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“Prior to July 1, 1960, the Administrator may contract to make advances 
of funds to local public agencies” ; 

(2) inserting after “the Administrator” in the first sentence of the second 
paragraph of section 102(d) the following: “, prior to July 1, 1960,” ; 

(3) adding the following new subsection to section 103: 

“(¢) The Administrator may make grants to local public agencies for the 
preparation or completion of community renewal programs, which may include, 
without being limited to, (i) the identification of slum areas or blighted, deterio- 
rated, or deteriorating areas in the community, (ii) the measurement of the 
nature and degree of blight and blighting factors within such areas, (iii) 
determination of the financial, relocation, and other resources needed and avail- 
able to renew such areas, (iv) the identification of potential project areas and, 
where feasible, types of urban renewal action contemplated within such areas, 
and (v) scheduling or programing of urban renewal activities. Such programs 
shall conform, in the determination of the governing body of the locality, to 
the general plan of the locality as a whole. The Administrator may establish 
reasonable requirements respecting the scope and content of such programs. No 
contract for a grant pursuant to this subsection shall be made unless the gov- 
erning body of the locality involved has by resolution or ordinance approved the 
preparation or completion of the community renewal program, and the sub- 
mission by the local public agency of an application for such a grant. Notwith- 
standing section 110(h) or the use in any other provision of this title of the 
term ‘local public agency’ or ‘local public agencies’, the Administrator may make 
grants pursuant to this subsection for the preparation or completion of a com- 
munity renewal program to a single local public body authorized to perform 
the planning work necessary to such preparation or completion. No grant 
made under this subsection shall exceed a fixed percentage of the cost (as such 
cost is determined or estimated by the Administrator) of the preparation or 
completion of the community renewal program for which such grant is made. 
Such fixed percentage shall be the same as the percentage which would apply 
under section 103(a) to any capital grants for the projects involved.” 

(b) Section 110(d) of such Act is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph : 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection, in any community for 
which there exists a community renewal program meeting the requirements of 
the Administrator established pursuant to section 103(c) hereof, no subsequent 
donation or provision of a public improvement or public facility of a type falling 
within the purview of this subsection shall be deemed to be ineligible as a local 
grant-in-aid for any project in conformity with such community renewal pro- 
gram solely on the basis that the construction of such improvement or facility 
was commenced without notification to the Administrator and prior to Federal 
recognition of such project, if such construction was commenced not more than 
tive years prior to the authorization by the Administrator of a contract for loan 
or capital grant for the project.” 

(c) Such Act is further amended— 

(1) by striking cut the word “capital” in section 100, in the heading 
preceding section 103, the first time it appears in the first sentence of 
section 103(a), each place it appears in section 103(b), and in sections 
106(a) (3), 106(b), 106(c) (6), and 106(c) (8): 
wer? striking out the words “for urban renewal projects” in section 

00; 

(3) by inserting in section 101(a) after the word “title” in the first place 
where it appears therein “or for grants pursuant to subsection (c) of section 
103 hereof” ; and 

(4) by striking out of the third paragraph of section 110(c) the word 
“capital” each place it appears. 

Sec. 307. (a) Section 103 of such Act is amended by adding the following new 
subsection : 

“(d) After June 30, 1960, the Administrator may make planning grants to 
local public agencies for surveys and plans for urban renewal projects as 
defined in this title, including, but not limited to, (i) plans for carrying out a 
program of voluntary repair and rehabilitation of buildings and improvements, 
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(ii) plans for the enforcement of State and local laws, codes, and regulations 
relating to the use of land and the use and occupaney of buildings and improve- 
ments, and to the compulsory repair, rehabilitation, demolition, or removal 
of buildings and improvements, and (iii) appraisals, title searches, and other 
preliminary work necessary to prepare for the acquisition of land, all in con- 
nection with the undertaking of projects. No contract for planning grant shall 
be made unless the governing body of the locality involved has by resolution or 
ordinance approved the undertaking of the surveys and plans and the submission 
by the local public agency of an application for such a planning grant. Notwith- 
standing section 110(h) or the use in any other provision of this title of the 
term ‘local public agency’ or ‘local public agencies’, the Administrator may make 
planning grants for surveys and plans for an urban renewal project to a single 
local public body which has the authority to undertake and carry out a substan- 
tial portion, as determined by the Administrator, of the surveys and plans or of 
the contemplated project : Provided, That the application for such planning grant 
shows, to the satisfaction of the Administrator, that the filing thereof has been 
approved by the public body or bodies authorized to undertake those portions of 
the surveys and plans or of the project which the applicant is not authorized 
to undertake. No planning grant made under this subsection shall exceed a fixed 
percentage of the cost (as such cost is determined or estimated by the Adminis- 
trator) of the surveys and plans for which such grant is made. Such fixed per- 
centage shall be the same as the percentage which would apply under section 
103(a) to any capital grants for the projects involved.” 

(b) Such Act is amended effective July 1, 1960, to— 

(1) striking out from section 101(a) “advances” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “planning grants” ; 

2) striking out subsection (d) of section 102 and redesignating sub- 
sections (e), (f), and (g) as subsections (d), (e), and (f), respectively ; 

(3) striking out in the last paragraph of section 110(c) “advances” and 
“outstanding advances”, and inserting in lieu thereof “planning grants”; 
and 

(4) inserting in clause (1) of section 110(e) after the word “under- 
takings”, the following: “(except surveys and plans financed under section 
103(da)". 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section or section 306, the 
Administrator is authorized to amend, at any time after July 1, 1960, any contract 
tor advance entered into under section 102(d) of the Housing Act of 1949, for 
the purpose of providing additional advances thereunder or for any other pur- 
pose necessary to the completion of the survey and planning work covered 
by such contract. 

Sec. 308. Section 105(b) of such Act is amended by adding the following 
before the semicolon at the end thereof: “: And provided further, That, with 
respect to any improvements of a type which it is otherwise authorized to under- 
take, any Federal agency (as defined in section 3(b) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, and also including the 
District of Columbia or any agency thereof) is hereby authorized to become 
obligated in accordance with this subsection (b), except that clause (ii) of this 
subsection shall apply to such Federal agency only to the extent that it is 
authorized (and funds have been made available) to make the improvements 
involved”. 

Sec. 309. Section 106(e) of such Act is amended by striking out all before 
the proviso and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “Not more than 12% 
per centum of the grant funds provided for in this title shall be expended 
for capital grants in any one State:”. : 

Sec. 310. Section 110(b) of such Act is amended by inserting in clause (2) 
after “to indicate” the following: “, to the extent required by the Administrator 
for the making of loans and grants under this title,”’. 

Sec. 311. Section 110(¢c) of such Act is amended by inserting before the last 
paragraph thereof the following paragraph : 

“Notwithstanding the first sentence of the preceding paragraph, the Admini- 
strator (i) may extend financial assistance, other than capital grants, under this 
title to local public agencies for projects in urban renewal areas (other than 
open land areas) which are not clearly predominantly residential in character 
and which will not be predominantly residential under the urban renewal plan 
therefor, and (ii) may make, and agree to make, loans to refund temporary loans 
for such projects, as provided in this paragraph. Any such refunding loan shall 
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be made when the project involved has been completed, shall provide for re 
payment within ten years, and shall be in an amount not exceeding the net proj- 
ect cost of such project. The aggregate amount of all such refunding loans 
outstanding at any one time shall not exceed $150,000,000. Except as otherwise 
provided in this paragraph, all loans hereunder shall be subject to the provisions 
of this title applicable to temporary and definitive loans. Section 102(c) is 
hereby made applicable to all loans authorized by this paragraph, and the Ad- 
ministrator shall require local public agencies to obtain loan funds from sources 
other than the Federal Government unless the Administrator determines in the 
particular case involved that such action is not feasible.” 

Sec. 312. Section 110(e) of such Act is amended by striking out the first 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“*Gross project cost’ shall comprise (1) the amount of the expenditures by 
the local public agency with respect to any and all undertakings necessary to 
carry out the project (including the payment of carrying charges, but not beyond 
the point where the project is completed), and (2) the amount of such local 
grants-in-aid as are furnished in forms other than cash. There may be included 
as part of the gross project cost, under any contract for loan or grant heretofore 
or hereafter executed under this title, with respect to moneys of the local public 
agency which are actually expended and outstanding for undertakings (other 
than in the form of local grants-in-aid) necessary to carry out the project, in the 
absence of carrying charges on such moneys, an amount in lieu of carrying 
charges which might otherwise have been payable thereon for the period such 
moneys are expended and outstanding but not beyond the point where the project 
is completed, computed for each six-month period or portion thereof, at an in- 
terest rate to be determined by the Administrator after taking into considera- 
tion for each preceding six-month period the average interest rate borne by any 
obligations of local public agencies for short-term funds obtained from sources 
other than the Federal Government in the manner provided in section 102(c) : 
Provided, That such amount may be computed on the net total of all such moneys 
of the local public agency remaining expended and outstanding, less other moneys 
received from the project undertaken in excess of project expenditures, in all 
projects of the local public agency under this title, and allocated, as the Ad- 
ministrator may determine, to each of such projects. With respect to a project 
for which a contract for capital grant has been executed on a three-fourths 
basis pursuant to the proviso in the third sentence of section 108(a), gross 
project cost shall include, in lieu of the amount specified in clause (1) above, 
the amount of the expenditures by the local public agency with respect to the 
following undertakings and activities necessary to carry out such project : 

“(i) acquisition of land (but only to the extent of the consideration paid 
to the owner and not title, appraisal, negotiating, legal, or any other ex- 
penditures of the local public agency incidental to acquiring land) disposi- 
tion of land, demolition and removal of buildings and improvements, and site 
preparation and improvements, all as provided in paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
(4), and (6) of section 110(¢) ; and 

“(ii) the payment of carrying charges related to the undertakings in 
clause (i) (including amounts in lieu of carrying charges as determined 
above), exclusive of taxes and payments in lieu of taxes but not beyond the 
point where such a project is completed: but not the cost of any other un- 
dertakings and activities (including, but without being limited to, the cost 
of surveys and plans, legal services of any kind, and all administrative and 
overhead expenses of the local public agency) with respect to such project.” 

Sec. 313. Section 110(g) of such Act is amended by— 

(1) striking out of the first sentence “is approved” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “for any project under this title is authorized” : 

(2) inserting in the second sentence after “Any” the word “such”: and 

(3) striking out of the second sentence “contract is revised or superseded 
by such later contract” and inserting in lieu thereof “later contract is 
authorized”. 

Sec. 314. Section 110 of such Act is amended by adding the following at the 
end thereof : 

“(k) ‘Federal recognition’ means execution of any contract for financial as- 
sistance under this title or concurrence by the Administrator in the commence- 
ment, without such assistance, of Surveys and plans.” 

Sec. 315. Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended by striking out 
in the last sentence “$10,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$20,000,000”. 
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Sec. 316. The next to last sentence of paragraph 7 of section 5136 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, as amended, is amended by striking out “prior to the maturity 
of such obligations (which obligations shall have a maturity of not more than 
eighteen months), moneys in an amount which (together with any other moneys 
irrevocably committed to the payment of interest on such obligations) will suffice 
to pay the principal of such obligations with interest to maturity thereon, which 
moneys under the terms of said agreement are required to be used for the purpose 
of paying the principal of and the interest on such obligations at their ma- 
turity” the first place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“prior to the maturity of the principal of and the interest on such obligations, 
moneys in an amount which (together with any other moneys irrevocably com- 
mitted to the payment of interest on such obligations) will suffice to pay when 
due all installments of the principal of and the interest on such obligations, 
which moneys under the terms of said agreement are required to be used for the 
purpose of paying when due all installments of the principal of and the interest 
on such obligations”. 


TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS 


Sec. 401. Section 702 of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended by adding the 
following new subsection : 

“(f) The Administrator is authorized to use during any fiscal year not to 
exceed $50,000 of the moneys in the revolving fund (established under subsection 
(e)) to conduct surveys of the status and current volume of State and local 
publie works planning and surveys of estimated requirements for State and local 
publie works: Provided, That the Administrator, in conducting any such survey, 
may utilize or act through any Federal department or agency with its consent.” 

Sec. 402. (a) Section 12(¢) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is 
amended by striking out the word “only” in the first séntence, and by striking 
out the last sentence. 

(b) Section 18(e) of such Act is hereby amended by striking out “(except 
low-rent housing projects, the disposition of which is governed elsewhere in 
this Act)” in the first sentence. 

Sec. 4038. Section 606 of the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act to expedite the provision 
housing in connection with national defense, and for other purposes’, approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended, is amended— 

(1) by inserting the following sentence after the first sentence of sub- 
section (b): “If any such project is consolidated under a single annual 
contributions contract with any low-rent project being assisted with annual 
contributions under the said Act, the payment of any annual contribution 
on account of any project so assisted shall not be deemed to be a capital 
grant or annual contribution with respect to any project conveyed here- 
under.” ; and 

(2) by inserting the following proviso before the semicolon at the end of 
subparagraph (¢c) (8): “: Provided, That the provisions of this subparagraph 
shall not be applicable to any project which is consolidated under a single 
contract with one or more low-rent projects being assisted under the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, and all income from any such project conveyed 
under this section may be commingled with funds of the project or projects 
with which it is consolidated and applied in accordance with the require- 
ments of the consolidated contract and the provisions of section 10(¢c) of the 
said Act”. 

Sec. 404. The use of projects PA-36011 and PA-36012 (which were conveyed 
to the Housing Authority of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, under section 406(¢) 
of the Housing Act of 1956) for the housing of military personnel and civilians 
employed in defense activities without regard to their income, and the giving 
of a preference in respect of seven hundred dwelling units in such projects for 
such military personnel as the Secretary of Defense or his designee prescribes, 
for a period of six years after the date of the conveyance of such projects, is 
authorized: and such use and the giving of such preferences shall not deprive 
such projects of their status as “low-rent housing” as that term is used and 
defined in the United States Housing Act of 1937 and within the meaning of 
that term as used in section 606(b) of the Act entitled “An Act to expedite the 
provision of housing in connection with national defense, and for other purposes”, 
approved October 14, 1940, as amended. The Housing and Home Finance Ad- 
ministrator is authorized and directed to agree to any amendments to the instru- 
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ments of conveyance which may be required to give effect to the purposes of this 
section. 

Sec. 405. Section 610(a) of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended by striking 
out “July 31, 1959" and inserting in lieu thereof “July 31, 1961”. 


{S. 612, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


AMENDMENTS Intended to be proposed by Mr. Bush to the bill (S. 612) to extend and 
amend laws relating to the provision and improvement of housing and the conservation 
and development of urban communities, and for other purposes, viz: 


On page 16, after line 8, insert the following sentence: “It is further the pur- 
pose of this section to assist in the provision of urgently needed nursing homes 
for the care and treatment of persons, particularly elderly persons.” 

On page 16, line 18, strike out the period and insert in lieu thereof “; and”, 
and add the following clause starting on the next line: 

“(4) the term ‘nursing home’ means a proprietary facility which is or 
will be licensed or regulated by law, which provides continuous medical and 
nursing care to the long-term, convalescent, infirm, or elderly patient in a 
homelike atmosphere, furnishing facilities and comforts normally found in 
a patient’s home, and which provides, in addition thereto, such specialized 
service, equipment, and safety features as may be required for the safe, 
proper, and adequate care of patients at all times.” 

On page 19, after line 18, add the following : 

“(d) In order to carry out the purpose stated in the second sentence of sub- 
section (a), the Commissioner is authorized to insure any mortgage which covers 
a new or rehabilitated nursing home, subject to the following conditions : 

“(1) The mortgage shall be executed by a mortgagor approved by the Com- 
missioner. The Commissioner may in his discretion, require any such mortgagor 
to be regulated or restricted as to charges and methods of operation, and, in 
addition thereto, if the mortgagor is a corporate entity, as to capital structure 
and rate of return. As an aid to the regulation or restriction of any mortgagor 
with respect to any of the foregoing matters, the Commissioner may make such 
contracts with and acquire, for not to exceed $100, stock or interest in any such 
mortgagor as he may deem necessary. Such stock or interest shall be paid for 
out of the section 207 Housing Insurance Fund, and shall be redeemed by the 
mortgagor at par upon the termination of all obligations of the Commissioner 
under the insurance. 

“(2) The mortgage shall involve a principal obligation in an amount not to 
exceed $12,500,000, and not to exceed 75 per centum of the estimated value of the 
property or project when the proposed improvements are completed. 

“(3) The mortgage shall— 

“(i) provide for complete amortization by periodic payments within such 
terms as the Commissioner shall prescribe ; and 

“(ii) bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) at not 
to exceed 514 per centum per annum of the amount of the principal obliga- 
tion outstanding at any time. 

(4) The Commissioner shall consult with and secure the advice and recom- 
mendations of the Public Health Service of the Department of Health, Educa- 
oe and Welfare, with respect to the insurance of mortgages covering nursing 

nomes.” 


{S. 2378, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To extend and amend laws relating to the provisions and improvements of housing 
and the renewal of urban communities, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Housing 
Act of 1959”. 


TITLE I—FHA INSURANCE PROGRAMS 


PROPERTY IMPROVEMENT LOANS 


Sec. 101. Section 2(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out “September 30, 1959” and inserting in lieu thereof “October 1, 1961". 
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HOME MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Sec. 102. (a) (1) Section 208(b) (2) of the National Housing Act is amended 
by striking out “$20,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$25,000”. 

(2) Seetion 203(b) (2) of such Act is further amended 

(A) by striking out “85 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “90 
per centum”; and 

(B) by strking out “$16,000” each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$18,000”. 

(3) Section 208(b) (2) of such Act is amended by inserting after “unless the 
construction of the dwelling was completed more than one year prior to the 
application for mortgage insurance” the following: “or the dwelling was ap- 
proved for guarantee, insurance, or direct loan under chapter 37 of title 38, 
United States Code, prior to the beginning of construction”. 

(b) Section 203(b) (8) of such Act is amended by striking out the period at 
the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a colon and the following: ‘Pro- 
vided, That such 85 per centum limitation shall not be applicable if the mort- 
gagor and mortgagee assume responsibility in a manner satisfactory to the 
Commissioner for the reduction of the mortgage by an amount not less than 
15 per centum of the outstanding principal amount thereof in the event the 
mortgaged property is not, prior to the due date of the eighteenth amortization 
payment of the mortgage, sold to a purchaser acceptable to the Commissioner 
who is the occupant of the property and who assumes and agrees to pay the 
mortgage indebtedness.” 





LOW-COST HOUSING IN OUTLYING AREAS 


Sec. 103. Section 203(i) of the National Housing Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out “$8,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$9,000” ; 

(2) by inserting after “97 per centum” the following: “‘(or, in any case 
where the dwelling is not approved for mortgage insurance prior to the 
beginning of construction, unless the construction of the dwelling was com- 
pleted more than one year prior to the application for mortgage insurance 
or the dwelling was approved for guaranty, insurance, or direct loan under 
chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code, prior to the beginning of con- 
struction, 90 per centum)”; 

(3) by striking out “, and which is approved for mortgage insurance prior 
to the beginning of construction” and “the construction of”; and 

(4) by striking out the comma following the word “highway” and every- 
thing that follows and inserting a period in lieu thereof. 


SECTION 207 RENTAL HOUSING INSURANCE 


Sec. 104. (a) Section 207(c) (1) of the National Housing Act is amended 
by striking out “$12,500,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$20,000,000”. 
(b) Section 207(c) (3) of such Act is amended by striking out— 
(1) “$2,250” each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “$2,500” ; 
(2) “$8,100” each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$9,000” ; 
(3) “$2,700” and inserting in lieu thereof “$3,000” ; 
(4) “$8,400” and inserting in lieu thereof “$9,400” ; 
(5) “$1,000 per room” and inserting in lieu thereof “$1,250 per room”; 
(6) “$1,000 per space” and inserting in lieu thereof “$1,500 per space”; 
and 
(7) “$300,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$500,000”. 
(c) The last paragraph of section 207(c) of such Act is amended by striking 
out “4% per centum per annum” and inserting in lieu thereof “544 per centum 
per annum”, 


(d) Section 207 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection : 

“(r) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Commissioner is 
authorized to include in any mortgage insured under any title of this Act after 
the effective date of the Housing Act of 1959 a provision requiring the mort- 
gagor to pay a service charge to the Commissioner in the event such mortgage 
is assigned to and held by the Commissioner. Such service charge shall not 
exceed the amount prescribed by the Commissioner for mortgage insurance 
premiums applicable to such mortgage.” 
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(e) Section 207 of such Act is further amended— 

(1) by striking out “(except provisions relating to housing for elderly 
persons)” and “except with respect to housing designed for elderly persons, 
with occupancy preference therefor, as provided in the paragraph follow- 
ing paragraph (3) of subsection (c))” in subsection (b) ; 

(2) by striking out in subsection (c) the unnumbered paragraph follow- 
ing paragraph (3); and 

(3) by striking out “section 210 and section 213” in both places where 
it appears in subsection (f) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“sections 210, 213, 231, and 232”. 


COOPERATIVE HOUSING INSURANCE 


Sec. 105. (a) Section 213(b) (1) of the National Housing Act is amended by 
striking out “$12,500,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$20,000,000”. 

(b) Section 213(b) (2) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) not to exceed, for such part of the property or project as may be 
attributable to dwelling use, $2,500 per room (or $9,000 per family unit if 
the number of rooms in such property or project is less than four per 
family unit), and not to exceed 97 per centum of the amount which the 
Commissioner estimates will be the replacement cost of the property or 
project when the proposed physical improvements are completed: Pro- 
vided, That as to projects which consist of elevator type structures the 
Commissioner may, in his discretion, increase the dollar amount limita- 
tion of $2,500 per room to not to exceed $3,000 per room and the dollar 
amount limitation of $9,000 per family unit to not to exceed $9,400 per 
family unit, as the case may be, to compensate for the higher costs incident 
to the construction of elevator-type structures of sound standards of con- 
struction and design: Provided further, That the Commissioner may, by 
regulation, increase any of the foregoing dollar amount limitations by not 
to exceed $1,250 per room, without regard to the number of rooms being 
less than four, or four or more, in any geographical area where he finds 
that cost levels so require: Provided further, That in the case of a mortgagor 
of the character described in paragraph (3) of subsection (a) the mort- 
gage shall involve a principal obligation in an amount not to exceed 8D) 
per centum of the amount which the Commisisoner estimates will be the 
replacement cost of the property or project when the proposed physical 
improvements are completed: And provided further, That upon the sale of 
a property or project by a mortgagor of the character described in paragraph 
(3) of subsection (a) to a nonprofit cooperative ownership housing cor- 
poration or trust within two years after the completion of such property 
or project the mortgage given to finance such sale shall involve a principal 
obligation in an amount not to exceed the maximum amount computed in 
accordance with this subsection without regard to the preceding proviso.” 

(c) Section 213(d) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
a new sentence as follows: “Property held by a corporation or trust of the 
character described in paragraph numbered (2) of subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion which is covered by a mortgage insured under this section may include 
such community facilities, and property held by a mortgagor of the character 
described in paragraph numbered (3) of subsection (a) of this section which 
is covered by a mortgage insured under this section may include such com- 
mercial and community facilities, as the Commissioner deems adequate to 
serve the occupants.” 

(d) The first sentence of section 213(d) of such Act is amended (1) by 
striking out “414 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “5% per centum”, 
and (2) by striking out “5 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “6 per 
centum”, 

(e) Section 213 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection : 

“(i) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to prevent the insurance of a 
mortgage executed by a mortgagor of the character described in paragraph (1) 
of subsection (a) of this section covering property upon which dwelling units 
and related facilities have been constructed prior to the filing of the applica- 
tion for mortgage insurance hereunder: Provided, That the Commissioner de- 
termines that the consumer interest is protected and that the mortgagor will 
be a consumer cooperative. In the case of properties other than new con- 
struction, the limitations in this section upon the amount of the mortgage shall 





be 

ope 
AS 
dat 
sul 
jec 
the 
tio 
tio 
be 


am 
foll 


cos) 


TL 


7 
2, 
™ 


nN 


em 


ame 


(. 
Sert 
“Pri 
mor 
Con 
per 
gag 
men 
is t] 


fage 


a 
stril 





PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8S. 57 49 


be based upon the appraised value of the property for continued use as a co- 
operative rather than upon the Commissioner’s estimate of the replacement cost. 
As to any project on which construction was commenced after the effective 
date of this subsection, the mortgage on such project shall be eligible for in- 
surance under this section only in those cases where the construction was sub- 
ject to inspection by the Commissioner and where there was compliance with 
the provisions of section 212 of this title. As to any project on which construc- 
tion was commenced prior to the effective date of this subsection, such inspec- 
tion, and compliance with the provisions of section 212 of this title, shall not 
be a prerequisite.” 


INCREASED MORTGAGE AMOUNTS IN ALASKA, GUAM, AND HAWAII 


Sec. 106. The first sentence of section 214 of the National Housing Act is 
amended by inserting after “maximum or maxima otherwise applicable” the 
following: “(including increased mortgage amounts in geographcal areas where 
cost levels so require)”’. 


FHA MORTGAGE INSURANCE AUTHORIZATION 


Sec. 107. (a) Section 217 of the National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out “$7,000,000,000”" and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“$12,000,000,000”. 

(b) Section 217 of such Act is amended, effective September 1, 1959, by (1) 
striking out “July 1, 1956”, and inserting in lieu thereof ‘September 1, 1959”, 
and (2) striking out ‘$12,000,000,000" an inserting in lieu thereof $5,000,000,- 
000”. 


REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISION 


Sec. 108. Section 218 of the National Housing Act is repealed. 
SECTION 220 MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Sec. 109. (a) (1) Clause (i) of subsection (d) (8) (A) of section 220 of the 
National Housing Act is amended by striking out all that precedes the second 
semicolon and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“(A)(i) involve a principal obligation (including such initial service 
charges, appraisal, inspection, and other fees as the Commissioner shall 
approve) in an amount not to exceed $25,000 in the case of property upon 
which there is located a dwelling designed principally for a one-family or a 
two-family residence ; or $30,000 in the case of a three-family residence’”’. 

(2) Clause (i) of subsection (d) (38) (A) of section 220 of such Act is further 
amended— 


(A) by striking out “85 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “90 per 
centum” ; and 

(B) by striking out “$16,000” each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$18,000”. 

(3) Subsection (d) (3) (A) (ii) of section 220 of such Act is amended by in- 
serting before the semicolon at the end thereof a colon and the following: 
“Provided, That such 85 per centum limitation shall not be applicable if the 
mortgagor or mortgagee assume responsibility in a manner satisfactory to the 
Commissioner for the reduction of the mortgage by an amount not less than 15 
per centum of the outstanding principal amount thereof in the event the mort- 
gaged property is not, prior to the due date of the eighteenth amortization pay- 
ment of the mortgage, sold to a purchaser acceptable to the Commissioner who 
is the occupant of the property and who assumes and agrees to pay the mort- 
gage indebtedness”. 

(b) Subsection (d)(3)(B)(i) of section 220 of such Act is amended by 
striking out “$12,500,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$20,000,000”. 

(c) Subsection (d) (3) (B) (iii) of section 220 of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out “$2,250” each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$2,500” ; 
(2) by striking out “$8,100” each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$9,000” ; 
(3) by striking out “$2,700” and inserting in lieu thereof “$3,000” ; 
(4) by striking out “$8,400” and inserting in lieu thereof “$9,400”; and 
(5) by striking out “$1,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$1,250”. 
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(d) Subsection (d) (3) (B) (iii) of section 220 of such Act is further amended 
by inserting after “dwelling use” the following: ‘(excluding exterior land im- 
provements as defined by the Commissioner)”. 

(e) Subsection (d)(3)(B) of section 220 of such Act is further amended 
by striking out “and” at the end of clause (ii), by striking out the period at 
the end of clause (iii) and inserting in lieu thereof “; and”, and by adding at 
the end thereof the following new clause: “(iv) include such nondwelling facili- 
ties as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the needs of the occupants of 
the property and of other housing in the neighborhood.” 


SECTION 221 RELOCATION HOUSING MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Sec. 110. (a) (1) The first paragraph of section 221(a) of the National Hous- 
ing Act is amended to read as follows: 

“This section is designed to supplement systems of mortgage insurance under 
other provisions of the National Housing Act in order to assist (1) in relocating 
families from urban renewal areas, (2) in relocating families to be displaced as 
the result of governmental action in a community respecting which (A) the 
Housing and Home Finance Administrator has made the certification to the Com- 
missioner provided for by subsection 101(c) of the Housing Act of 1949, as 
amended, or (B) there is being carried out a project covered by a Federal aid 
contract executed, or prior approval granted, by the Housing and Home Finance 
Administrator under title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, before 
the effective date of the Housing Act of 1954, or (C) there is being carried out 
an urban renewal project assisted under section 111 of the Housing Act of 1949, 
as amended, and (3) in relocating families residing in the environs of a com- 
munity described in clause (2) which are to be displaced as the result of gov- 
ernmental action.” 

(2) The second paragraph of section 221(a) of such Act is amended— 

(A) by striking out all that precedes the first colon and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: “Mortgage insurance under this section shall be 
available only in those localities, communities, or environs of communities, 
which shall have requested such mortgage insurance to be provided” ; 

(B) by striking out “in any such community” in the second proviso and 
inserting in lieu thereof “in or near any such community”; 

(C) by striking out “(1)”, in the third proviso and inserting in lieu 
thereof “(2)(A)”; and 

(D) by striking out “(1)”, “(2)”, and “(3)”, wherever they appear in 
the last proviso, and inserting in lieu thereof respectively “(2)(A)”, (3) 
(B)”, and “(2)(C)”. 

(3) Section 101(c) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking out “if 
the mortgaged property is in a community referred to in clause (2) of section 
221(a) of said Act”, and inserting in lieu thereof “if the mortgaged property is 
in an area described in clause (3) of section 221(a) of said Act, or in a com- 
munity referred to in clause (2) (B) of said section”’. 

(4) Section 101(c) of the Housing Act of 1949 is further amended by striking 
out “in a community” in clause (iii) of the last proviso. 

(b) Section 221(d)(2) of the National Housing Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

(2) be secured by property upon which there is located a dwelling, de- 
signed principally for a single-family residence, conforming te applicable 
standards prescribed by the Commissioner under subsection (f) of this 
section, and shall involve a principal obligation (including such initial 
service charges, appraisal, inspection, and ‘other fees as the Commissioner 
shall approve) in an amount (A) not to exceed (i) $9,000, except that the 
Commissioner may by regulation increase this amount to not to exceed 
$12,000 in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels so require, 
and (B) not to exceed the appraised value (as of the date the mortgage is 
accepted for insurance) of any such property, less such amount, in the 
case of any mortgagor, as may be necessary to comply with the succeeding 
provisos: Provided, That if the mortgagor is the owner and an occupant 
of the property at the time of the insurance, he shall have paid at least 
$200 on account of the property in cash or its equivalent, which amount 
may include amounts to cover settlement costs and initial payments for 
taxes, hazard insurance, mortgage insurance premium, and other prepaid 
expenses: And provided further, That nothing contained herein shall pre- 
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<lude the Commissioner from issuing a commitment to insure, and insuring 
a mortgage pursuant thereto, where the mortgagor is not the owner and an 
occupant of the property, if the property is to be built or acquired and 


.repaired or rehabilitated for sale, and the insured mortgage financing is 


required to facilitate the construction, or the repair or rehabilitation, of the 
dwelling and to provide financing pending the subsequent sale thereof to a 
qualified owner who is also an occupant thereof, but in such instances the 
mortgage shall not exceed 85 per centum of the appraised value; or’. 

(c) Section 221(d) of such Act is further amended— 

(1) by striking out “$10,000” in paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘*$12,000” ; 

(2) by striking out of paragraph (8) “not in excess of the Commis- 
sioner’s estimate of the value of the property or project when constructed, 
or repaired and rehabilitated, for use as rental accommodations for ten or 
more families eligible for occupancy as provided in this section; and’, and 
inserting in lieu thereof “not in excess of (1) in the case of new construc- 
tion, the amount which the Commissioner estimates will be the replacement 
cost Of the property or project when the proposed improvements are com- 
pleted (the replacement cost may include the land, the proposed physical 
improvements, utilities within the boundaries of the land, architect’s fees, 
taxes, interest during construction, and other miscellaneous charges inci- 
dent to construction and approved by the Commissioner), or (2) in the case 
of repair and rehabilitation, the Commissioner's estimate of the value of 
the property when the proposed repair and rehabilitation is completed: 
Provided, That such property or project, when constructed, or repaired and 
rehabilitated, shall be for use as rental accommodations for ten or more 
families eligible for ocedpancy as provided in this section; or’; and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5) and inserting after 
paragraph (3) the following new paragraph : 

“(4) if executed by a mortgagor which is not a nonprofit organization, 
and which is approved by the Commissioner— 

(i) not exceed $12,500,000 ; 

“(ii) not exceed $9,000 per family unit for such part of such property 
or praject as may be attributable to dwelling use, except that the 
Commissioner may by regulation increase this amount to not to exceed 
$12,000 in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels so 
require; 

“(iii) not exceed (in the case of a property or project approved for 
mortgage insurance prior to the beginning of construction) 90 per 
centum of the amount which the Commissioner estimates will be the 
replacement cost of the property or project when the proposed improve- 
ments are completed (the replacement cost may include the land, the 
proposed physical improvements, utilities within the boundaries of the 
land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest during construction, and other mis- 
cellaneous charges incident to construction and approved by the Com- 
missioner, and shall include an allowance for builder’s and sponsor's 
profit and risk of 10 per centum of all of the foregoing items, except the 
land, unless the Commissioner, after certification that such allowance 
is unreasonable, shall by regulation prescribe a lesser percentage) ; and 

“(iv) not exceed 90 per centum of the Commissioner’s estimate of the 
value of the property or project when the proposed repair and re- 
habiltation is completed if the proceeds of the mortgage are to be used 
for the repair and rehabilitation of a property or project: 

Provided, That such property or project when constructed, or repaired and 
rehabilitated, shall be for use as rental accommodations for ten or more 
families eligible for occupancy as provided in this section: And provided 
further. That the Commissioner may, in his discretion, require the mort- 
gagor to be regulated or restricted as to rents or sales, charges, capital 
structure, rate of return, and methods of operation, and for such purpose 
the Commissioner may make such contracts with and acquire for not to 
exceed $100 such stock or interest in any such mortgagor as the Commis- 
sioner may deem necessary to render effective such restrictions or regula- 
tions with such stock or interest being paid for out of the section 221 Hous- 
ing Insurance Fund and being required to be redeemed by the mortgagor 


at par upon the termination of all obligations of the Commissioner under 
the insurance; and”. 
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(d) Section 221(f) of such Act is amended by inserting the following before 
the period at the end thereof: “and may include such commercial and com- 
munity facilities as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants’”’. 

(e) Section 221(g)(2) of such Act is amended by striking out “paragraph 
(3)” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘paragraph (3) or (4)”. 

(f) Section 212(a) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “The provisions of this section shall apply to the in- 
surance under section 221 of any mortgage described in subsection (d) (4) 
thereof.” 

SERVICEMEN’S HOUSING MORTGAGE INSURANCE 


Sec. 111. Section 222(b) of the National.Housing Act is amended— 
(1) by inserting ‘or 203(i)” after “203(b)” in paragraph (1); and 
(2) by striking out “$17,100” in paragraph’ (2) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: “$20,000, except that in the case of a mortgage meet- 
ing the requirements of section 203(i) such principal obligation shall not 
exceed $9,000”. 
BUILDER'S COST CERTIFICATION 


Sec. 112. (a) Section 227(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by 
striking out clause (iv) and all that follows and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: “‘(iv) under section 221 if the mortgage meets the requirements of 
paragraph (3) or paragraph (4) of subsection (d) thereof, (v) under section 
231, or (vi) under section 810 if the mortgage meets the requirement of sub- 
section (f)”. 

(b) The last two sentences of section 227(c) of such Act are each amended 
by striking out “under section 220” and insertinggin lieu thereof “under section 
220, section 221 if the mortgage meets the requirements of paragraph (4) of 
subsection (d) thereof, or section 231”. 


VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF INSURANCE 


Sec. 113. Title II of the National Housing Act is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section : 


“VOLUNTARY TERMINATION OF INSURANCE 


“Sec. 229. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act and with respect 
to any mortgage covering a one-, two-, three-, or four-family residence heretofore 
or hereafter insured under this Act the Commissioner is authorized to terminate 
any mortgage insurance contract upon request by the mortgagor and mortgagee 
and upon payment of such termination charge as the Commissioner determines 
to be equitable, taking into consideration the necessity of protecting the various 
insurance funds. Upon such termination mortgagors and mortgagees shall be 
entitled to the rights, if any, to which they would be entitled under this Act if 
the insurance contract were terminated by payment in full of the insured 
mortgage.” 

MORTGAGES IN DEFAULT 


Sec. 114. Title II of the National Housing Act is further amended by adding 
after section 229 (as added by section 113 of this Act) the following new section: 


“MORTGAGES IN DEFAULT 


“Sec. 230. Section 204(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by inserting 
immediately before the last proviso the following: ‘: and provided further, That 
with respect to any mortgage covering a one-, two-, three-, or four-family resi- 
dence insured under this Act, if the Commissioner finds, after notice of default, 
that the default was due to circumstances beyond the control the mortgagor 
and it is probable that the mortgage will be restored to good standing within a 
reasonable period of time, he may, under such regulations and conditions as he 
may prescribe, extend the time for curing default and enter into an agreement 
with the mortgagee providing that if the mortgage is subsequently foreclosed, 
any interest accruing after the date of the agreement which is not paid by the 
mortgagor may be included in the debentures’.” 
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MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR NURSING HOMES 


Sec. 115. Title II of the National Housing Act is amended by adding after 
section 231 (as added by section 201 of this Act) the following new section: 


“MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR NURSING HOMES 


“Sec. 232. (a) The purpose of this section is to assist the provision of urgently 
needed nursing homes for the care and treatment of convalescents and other 
persons who are not acutely ill and do not need hospital care but who require 
skilled nursing care and related medical services. 

““(b) For the purposes of this section— 

“(1) the term ‘nursing home’ means a proprietary facility, licensed or 
regulated by the State (or, if there is no State law providing for such li- 
censing and regulation by the State, by the municipality or other political 
subdivision in which the facility is located), for the accommodation of con- 
valescents or other persons who are not acutely ill and not in need of hos- 
pital care but who require skilled nursing care and related medical services, 
in which such nursing care and medical services are prescribed by, or are 
performed under the general direction of, persons licensed to provide such 
eare or services in accordance with the laws of the State where the facility 
is located ; and 

(2) the term ‘mortgage’ and ‘mortgagor’ shall have the meanings re- 
spectively set forth in section 207(a) of this Act. 

“(e) The Commissioner is authorized to insure any mortgage (including ad- 
vances on such mortgage during construction) in accordance with the provisions 
of this section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe and to make 
commitments for insurance of such mortgage prior to the date of its execution 
or disbursement thereon. 

“(d) In order to carry out the purpose of this section, the Commissioner is 
authorized to insure any mortgage which covers a new or rehabilitated nursing 
home, subject to the following conditions: 

“(1) The mortgage shall be executed by a mortgagor approved by the Com- 
missioner. The Commissioner may in his discretion require any such mortgagor 
to be regulated or restricted as to charges and methods of financing, and, in ad- 
dition thereto, if the mortgagor is a corporate entity, as to capital structure and 
rate of return. As an aid to the regulation or restriction of any mortgagor with 
respect to any of the foregoing matters, the Commissioner may make such con- 
tracts with and acquired for not to exceed $100 such stock or interest in such 
mortgagor as he may deem necessary. Any stock or interest so purchased shall 
be paid for out of the Section 207 Housing Insurance Fund, and shall be re- 
deemed by the mortgagor at par upon the termination of all obligations of the 
Commissioner under the insurance. 

“(2) The mortgage shall involve a principal obligation in an amount not to 
exceed $12,500,000, and not to exceed 75 per centum of the estimated value of 
the property or project when the proposed improvements are completed. 

“(3) The mortgage shall— 

“(A) provide for complete amortization by periodic payments within such 
terms as the Commissioner shall prescribe ; and 

“(B) bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) at not 
to exceed 5 per centum per annum of the amount of the principal obligation 
outstanding at any time, or not to exceed such per centum per annum not 
in excess of 6 per centum as the Commissioner finds necessary to meet the 
mortgage market. 

(4) The Commissioner shall not insure any mortgage under this section 
unless he has received, from the State agency designated in accordance with 
section 612(a)(1) of the Public Health Service Act for the State in which is 
located the nursing home covered by the mortgage, a certification that (1) there 
is a need for such nursing home, and (2) there are in force in such State or other 
political subdivision of the State in which the proposed nursing home would be 
located reasonable minimum standards of licensure and methods of operation for 
nursing homes. No such mortgage shall be insured under this section unless 
the Commissioner has received such assurance as he may deem satisfactory 
from the State agency that such standards will be applied and enforced with 
respect to any nursing home located in the State for which mortgage insurance 
is provided under this section. 
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“(e) The Commissioner may consent to the release of a part or parts of the 
mortgaged property or project from the lien of any mortgage insured under this 
section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe. 

“(f) The provisions of subsections (d), (e), (f), (g), (bh), (i), (j), Ck), Q), 
(m), (mn), and (p) of section 207 shall apply to mortgages insured under this 
section and all references therein to section 207 shall refer to this section.” 


TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 116. (a) Section 8(g) of the National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out “and (h) of section 204” and inserting in lieu thereof “(h), (j), and (k) of 
section 204”. 

(b) Sections 213(e), 220(f) (1), 221(g) (1), 222(e), and 809(e) of such Act 
are each amended by striking out “and (j) of section 204’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof “(j), and (k) of section 204”. 


INCLUSION OF CONVEYANCE COSTS IN DEBENTURES 


Sec. 117. Section 204(k) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(k) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section or of section 604 
or 904, and with respect to any debentures issued in exchange for properties 
conveyed to and accepted by the Commissioner after the effective date of the 
Housing Act of 1959 in accordance with such sections, the Commissioner may 
(1) include in debentures reasonable payments made by the mortgagee with the 
approval of the Commissioner for the purpose of protecting, operating, or pre- 
serving the property, and taxes imposed upon any deed or any other instrument 
by which the property was acquired by the mortgagee and transferred or con- 
veyed to the Commissioner; (2) include in debentures as a portion of fore- 
closure costs (to the extent that foreclosure costs may be included in such 
debentures by any other provision of this Act) payments made by the mortgagee 
for the cost of acquiring the property and conveying and evidencing title to the 
property to the Commissioner; and (3) terminate the mortgagee’s obligation 
to pay mortgage insurance premiums upon receipt of an application for deben- 
tures filed by the mortgagee, or in the event the contract of insurance is termi- 
nated pursuant to section 229.” 


INVESTMENT INSURANCE 


Sec. 118. Section 701 of the National Housing Act is amended by striking out 
the colon at the end of the first proviso and everything that follows and inserting 
a period in lieu thereof. 

LEGAL NOTIFICATION 


Sec. 119. Section 512 of the National Housing Act is amended by adding the 
following at the end thereof: “For the purposes of compliance with this section 
the Commissioner’s notice of a proposed determination under this section shall 
be considered to have been received by the interested person or firm if the notice 
is properly mailed to the last known address of such person or firm.” 


TITLF II—HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 


Sec. 201. (a) Title II of the National Housing Act is amended by adding after 
section 230 (as added by section 114) the following new section: 


“HOUSING FOR ELDERLY PERSONS 


“Sec. 231. (a) The purpose of this section is to assist in relieving the shortage 
of housing for elderly persons and to increase the supply of rental housing for 
elderly persons: 

“For the purposes of this section— 

(1) the term ‘housing’ means eight or more new or rehabilitated living 
units, not less than 50 per centum of which are specially designed for the 
use and occupancy of elderly persons; 

“(2) the term ‘elderly person’ means any person, married or single, who 
is sixty-two years of age or over; and 

“(3) the terms ‘mortgage’, ‘mortgagee’, ‘mortgagor’, and ‘maturity date’ 
shall have the meanings respectively set forth in section 207 of this Act. 

“(b) The Commissioner is authorized to insure any mortgage (including ad- 
vances on mortgages during construction) in accordance with the provisions of 
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this section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe and to make 
commitments for insurance of such mortgages prior to the date of their execution 
or disbursement thereon. 

“(c) To be eligible for insurance under this section, a mortgage to provide 
housing for elderly persons shall— 

“(1) involve a principal obligation in an amount not to exceed $12,500,- 
000 or, if executed by Federal or State instrumentalities, municipal cor- 
porate instrumentalities of one or more States, or nonprofit development 
or housing corporations restricted by Federal or State laws or regulations 
of State banking or insurance departments as to rents, charges, capital 
structure, rate of return, or methods of operation, not to exceed $50,- 
000,000 ; 

“(2) not exceed, for such part of such property or project as may be 
attributable to dwelling use, $9,000 per dwelling unit: Provided, That 
the Commissioner may, in his direction, increase the dollar amount limita- 
tion of $9,000 per unit to not to exceed $9,400 per unit to compensate for 
the highest costs incident to the construction of elevator-type structures 
and may increase each of the foregoing dollar amount limitations by not 


to exceed $1,250 per room in any geographical area where he finds that 
cost levels so require ; 


: “(3) if executed by a mortgagor which is a public instrumentality or 
: a private nonprofit corporation or association or other acceptable private 
e nonprofit organization regulated or supervised under Federal or State 
4 laws or by political subdivisions of States, or agencies thereof, or by 
t the Commissioner under a regulatory agreement or otherwise, as to rents, 
. charges, and methods of operation, in such form and in such manner as, 
. in the opinion of the Commissioner, will effectuate the purpose of this sec- 
h tion, involve a principal obligation not in excess of the amount which 
e the Commissioner estimates will be the replacement cost of the property 
e or project when the proposed improvements are completed (the replace- 
n ment cost may include the land, the proposed physical improvements, 
- utilities within boundaries of the land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest dur- 
i- ing construction, and other miscellaneous charges incident to construction 


and approval by the Commissioner): Provided, That in the case of prop- 
erties other than new construction, the principal obligation shall not ex- 
ceed the appraised value rather than the Commissioner’s estimate of the 
replacements cost; 

ut “(4) if executed by a mortgagor which is approved by the Commissioner 

1g but is not a public instrumentality or a private nonprofit organization, in- 
volved a principal obligation not in excess (in the case of a property or 
project approved for mortgage insurance prior to the beginning of con- 


struction) of 90 per centum of the amount which the Commissioner esti- 
he mates will be the replacement cost of the property or project when the 
“i proposed improvements are completed (the replacement cost may include 


the land, the proposed physical improvements, utilities within the bound- 
aries of the land, architect’s fees, taxes, interest during construction, and 
other miscellaneous charges incident to construction and approved by the 
Commissioner, and shall include an allowance for builder’s and sponsor’s 
profits and risk of 10 per centum of all of the foregoing items except the 
er | land unless the Commissioner, after certification that such allowance is 
unreasonable, shall by regulation prescribe a lesser percentage): Pro- 
vided, That in the case of properties other than new construction the prin- 
cipal obligation shall not exceed 90 per centum of the Commissioner’s esti- 
mate of the value of the property or project: And provided further, That 
ize the Commissioner may in his discretion require such mortgagor to be 
for regulated or restricted as to rents or sales, charges, capital structure, 
rate of return and methods of operation, and for such purpose the Com- 
missioner may make contracts with and acquire for not to exceed $100 


ce 


ing such stock or interest in any such mortgagor as the Commissioner may 

the deem necessary to render effective such restrictions or regulations: such 
stock or interest shall be paid for out of the section 207 Housing Insurance 

vho Fund and shall be redeemed by the mortgagor at par upon the termina- 
tion of all obligations of the Commissioner under the insurance; 

ate’ “(5) provide for a complete amortization by periodic payments within 

. such terms as the Commissioner shall prescribe ; 

ad- 
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“(6) bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) at 
not to exceed 5 per centum per annum on the amount of the principal obli- 
gation outstanding at any time, or not to exceed such per centum per 
annum not in excess of 5144 per centum as the Commissioner finds necessary 
to meet the mortgage market; and 

“(7) cover a property or project which is approved for mortgage in- 
surance prior to the beginning of construction or rehabilitation, with 50 
per centum or more of the units therein specially designed for the use and 
occupancy of elderly persons in accordance with standards established by 
the Commissioner, and which may include such commercial and special 
facilities as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants. 

“(d) The Commissioner may consent to the release of a part or parts of 
the mortgaged property or project from the lien of any mortgage insured un- 
der this section upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe, and shall 
prescribe such procedures as in his judgment are necessary to secure to elderly 
persons a preference or priority of opportunity to rent the dwellings included 
in such property or project. 

“(e) The provisions of subsections (d), (e), (f), (g), (h), (i), (ij), (k), 
(1), (m), (nm), and (p) of section 207 shall apply to mortgages insured under 
this section and all references therein to section 207 shall refer to this section.” 

(b) Section 212(a) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
(after the sentence added by section 110(f) of this Act) the following: “The 
provisions of this section shall also apply to the insurance of any mortgage 
under section 231 or 232 except that compliance with such provisions may be 
waived by the Federal Housing Commissioner in cases or classes of cases where 
laborers or mechanics, not otherwise employed at any time on the project, 
voluntarily donate their services without full compensation for the purpose 
of lowering the costs of construction and the Federal Housing Commissioner 
determines that any amounts thereby saved are fully credited to the nonprofit 
corporation, association, or other organization undertaking the construction.” 


TITLE III—FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 


Sec. 301. Clause (3) of section 302(b) of the National Housing Act is amended 
to read as follows: “(3) the Association may not purchase any mortgage, except 
a mortgage insured under section 803, or a mortgage covering property located 
in Alaska, Guam, or Hawaii, if the original principal obligation thereof exceeds 
or exceeded $17,500 for each family residence or dwelling unit covered by the 
mortgage: Provided, That with respect to mortgages purchased under section 
304 the principal obligation shall not exceed $20,000”. 

Sec. 302. The last sentence of section 304(a) of such Act is amended by 
striking out “advance planning of home construction” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “home financing”’. 

Sec. 303. (a) Sections 304(b) and 306(b) of the National Housing Act are 
amended by striking out “and bonds or other obligations of, or bonds or other 
obligations guaranteed as to principal and interest by, the United States” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “and obligations of the United States or guaranteed 
thereby, or obligations which are lawful investments for fiduciary, trust, or 
public funds.” 

(b) Section 310 of such Act as amended by striking out “in bonds or other 
obligations of, or in bonds or other obligations guaranteed as to principal and 
interest by, the United States” and inserting in lieu thereof “in obligations of 
the United States or guaranteed thereby, or in obligations which are lawful 
investments for fiduciary, trust, or public funds”. 

Sec. 304. (a) Section 306 of the National Housing Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following subsection: 

“(e) Notwithstanding any of the provisions of this Act or of any other laws, 
the Association is authorized, under the aforesaid separate accountability, to 
make commitments to purchase and to purchase, service, or sell any mortgages 
offered to it by the Housing and Home Finance Administrator or the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency, or by such Agency’s constituent units or agencies or 
the heads thereof, after such Administrator has found the acquisition thereof 
by the Association to be in the interest of the efficient management and liquida- 
tion of the mortgages. There shall be excluded from the total amounts set 
forth in subsection (c) hereof the amounts of any mortgages purchased by the 
Association pursuant to this subsection.” 
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(b) In connection with the sale of any mortgages to the Federal National 
Mortgage Association pursuant to section 306(e) of the Federal National Mort- 
gage Association Charter Act, the Housing and Home Finance Administrator 
is authorized, and any other official, unit, or agency selling such mortgage 
thereunder is directed, to transfer to the Association from time to time, from 
authorizations, limitations, and funds available for administrative expenses of 
such official, unit, or agency in connection with the same mortgages, such 
amounts thereof as said Administrator determines to be required for administra- 
tive expenses of the Association in connection with the purchase, servicing, and 
sale of such mortgages: Provided, That no such transfer shall be made after a 
budget estimate of the Association with respect to the same mortgages has 
been submitted to and finally acted upon by the Congress. 


TITLE IV—URBAN RENEWAL 
STATEWIDE PLANNING 


Sec. 401. Section 101(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sentence: “The Administrator shall par- 
ticularly encourage the utilization of local public agencies established by the 
States to operate on a statewide basis in behalf of smaller communities within 
the State which are undertaking or propose to undertake urban renewal pro- 
grams whenever that arrangement facilitates the undertaking of an urban 
renewal program by any such community, or provides an effective solution to 
community development or redevelopment problems in such communities, and 
is approved by resolution or ordinance of the governing bodies of the affected 
communities.” 


CLARIFYING AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 402. (a) Section 102(a) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by strik- 
ing out in the second sentence the words “as part of the gross project cost” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “for such purposes”. 

(b) Section 102(c) of such Act is amended by striking out “repayment of” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “repayment of the principal of and the interest on”. 


EARLY LAND ACQUISITION 


SEC. 403. Section 102(a) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: “In any case where, in connection 
with its undertaking and carrying out of an urban renewal project, a local pub- 
lic agency is authorized (prior to the approval by the local governing body of the 
urban renewal plan for such project) to acquire real property in the urban re- 
newal area and to demolish and remove from any real property so acquired any 
buildings or structures located thereon, the Administrator, notwithstanding any 
other provisions of this title, may make a temporary loan or loans to any such 
local public agency to finance the acquisition of such real property and the 
demolition and removal of any buildings or structures located thereon : Provided, 
that no contract for any temporary loan for such purpose shall be made unless 
(1) the governing body of the locality involved shall have by resolution or ordi- 
nance approved the undertaking by the local public agency of the acquisition of 
real property in the urban renewal area and the demolition and removal of build- 
ings or structures located on real property so acquired and (2) the Administra- 
tor shall have determined that such loan is adequately secured by a mortgage or 
other lien upon such real property or by a pledge of the credit of the State, 
county, or municipality in which such real property is located or is otherwise 
adequately secured: And provided further, That any such contract shall pro- 
vide that the local public agency shall not dispose of such real property (except 
in lieu of foreclosure) until the local governing body of the locality involved 
shall have either approved the urban renewal plan for the project or consented to 
the disposal of such real property. 


LOANS 
Sec. 404. Section 102(e) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended to read as 


follows: 


“(e) The total amount of loan contracts outstanding at any one time under 
this title shall not exceed the aggregate of the estimated expenditures to be made 
by local public agencies as part of the gross project cost of the projects assisted 
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by such contracts. To obtain funds for advance and loan disbursements under 
this title, the Administrator may issue and have outstanding at any one time 
notes and obligations for purchase by the Secretary of the Treasury in an amount 
which shall not exceed that specified from time to time in appropriation acts nor, 
unless authorized by the President in order to repay loans obtained from sources 
other than the Federal Government in accordance with subsection (c), exceed 
$1,000,000,000. For the purpose of establishing unpaid obligations as of a given 
date against the authorization contained in the preceding sentence, the Adminis- 
trator shall estimate the maximum amount to be required to be borrowed from 
the Treasury and outstanding at any one time with respect to loan commitments 
in effect on such date.” 
GRANTS 


Sec. 405. Section 103 of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended— 

(1) by inserting after the first sentence of subsection (b) the following 
new sentence: “In addition to amounts otherwise authorized to be appro- 
priated for such purpose, there are authorized to be appropriated for the 
purpose of making contracts (in addition to those authorized in the preced- 
ing sentence), after appropriations therefor, for grants with respect to 
projects or programs assisted under this title, the sum of $350,000,000 and, 
after July 1, 1960, the additional sum of $250,000,000; and any such sums 
so appropriated shall remain available until expended.” 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of the second sentence of sub- 
section (b) and inserting in lieu thereof a colon and the following: “Pro- 
vided, That any amounts so appropriated shall also be available for re- 
paying to the Secretary of the Treasury, for application to notes of the 
Administrator, the principal amounts of any funds advanced to local public 
agencies under this title which the Administrator determines to be uncol- 
lectible because of the termination of activities for which such advances 
were made, together with the interest paid or accrued to the Secretary (as 
determined by him) attributable to notes given by the Administrator in con- 
nection with such advances, but all such repayments shall constitute a 
charge against the authorization to make contracts for grants contained in 
this section: Provided further, That no such determination of the Adminis- 
trator shall be construed to prejudice the rights of the United States with 
respect to any such advance.” ; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this or any other Act if financial 
assistance authorized by this title to be made available to a locality or local 
public agency may be made available to any locality or local public agency 
within the limitations provided in sections 102(e), 103(b), and 106(e), and the 
second paragraph following the paragraph numbered (6) of section 110(c), the 
amount of such financial assistance made available to any locality or local public 
agency upon submission and processing of proper application therefor shall not 
otherwise be restricted except on the basis of relative need and feasibility as 
determined by the Administrator. 

“(d) The Administrator may contract to make grants for the preparation or 
completion of community renewal programs, which may include, without being 
limited to (1) the identification of slum areas or blighted, deteriorated, or de- 
teriorating areas in the community; (2) the measurement of the nature and 
degree of blight and blighting factors within such area; (3) determination of 
the financial, relocation, and other resources needed and available to renew such 
areas; (4) the identification of potential project areas and, where feasible, 
types of urban renewal action contemplated within such areas; and (5) sched- 
uling or programing of urban renewal activities. Such programs shall conform, 
in the determination of the governing body of the locality, to the general plan 
of the locality as a whole. The Administrator may establish reasonable re 
quirements respecting the scope and content of such programs. No contract for 
a grant pursuant to this subsection shall be made unless the governing body of 
the locality involved has approved the preparation or completion of the com- 
munity renewal program and the submission by the local public agency of an 


application for such a grant. Notwithstanding section 110(h) or the use in any 7 


other provision of this title of the term ‘local public agency’ or ‘local public 
agencies’, the Administrator may make grants pursuant to this subsection for 


the preparation or completion of a community renewal program to a single local [ 
public body authorized to perform the planning work necessary to such prepara: | 
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tion or completion. No grant made pursuant to this subsection shall exceed 
two-thirds of the cost (as such cost is deterniined or estimated by the Adminis- 
trator) of the preparation or completion of the community renewal program for 
which such grant is made.” 


PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS BY FEDERAL AGENCIES IN URBAN RENEWAL AREAS 


Sec. 406. Section 105(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding the 
following before the semicolon at the end thereof: “: And provided further, That, 
with respect to any improvements of a type which it is otherwise authorized to 
undertake any Federal agency (as defined in section 3(b) of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Service Act of 1949, as amended, and also including 
the District of Columbia or any agency thereof) is hereby authorized to become 
obligated in accordance with this subsection, except that clause (ii) of this 
subsection shall apply to such Federal agency only to the extent that it is au- 
thorized (and funds have been made available) to make the improvements 
involved”. 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BY REDEVELOPERS 


Sec. 407. Section 105 of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(e) No understanding with respect to, or contract for, the disposition of 
land within an urban renewal area shall be entered into by a local public 
agency unless the local public agency shall have first made public, in such form 
and manner as may be prescribed by the Administrator, (1) the name of the 
redeveloper, together with the names of its officers and principal members, 
shareholders and investors, (2) the redeveloper’s estimate of the cost of any 
residential redevelopment and rehabilitation, and (3) the redevelopers’ estimate 
of rentals and sales prices of any proposed housing involved in such redevelop- 
ment and rehabilitation: Provided, That nothing in this subsection shall con- 
stitute a basis for contesting the conveyance of, or title to, such land.” 


STATE LOAN CEILING 


Sec. 408. Section 106(e) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking 
out all of the text before the proviso and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“Not more than 12% per centum of the grant funds provided for in this title 
shall be expended in any one State”. 


RELOCATION PAYMENT 


Sec. 409. (a) The first sentence of section 106(f) (2) of the Housing Act of 
1949 is amended to read as follows: “As used in this subsection, the term ‘re- 
location payments’ means payments by a local public agency to individuals, 
families, and business concerns for their reasonable and necessary moving ex- 
penses and any actual direct losses of property except goodwill or profit (which 
are incurred on and after August 7, 1956, and for which reimbursement or 
compensation is not otherwise made) resulting from their displacement from 
an urban renewal area made necessary by (i) the acquisition of real property 
by a local public agency, or (ii) structural changes or code enforcement under- 
taken in connection with an urban renewal project in such area for which a 
contract for capital grant is executed: Provided, That such payments shall not 
be made after completion of the project or if completion is deferred solely for 
the purpose of obtaining further relocation payments.” 

(b) No relocation payments under section 106(f) of the Housing Act of 1949 
shall be made for expenses or losses incurred prior to the date of the enactment 
of the Housing Act of 1959, except to the extent that such payments were au- 
thorized by such section as it existed prior to such date. 


HOTELS AND OTHER TRANSIENT HOUSING 


Sec. 410. Section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949 is further amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(g) No provision permitting the new construction of hotels or other housing 
for transient use in the redevelopment of any urban renewal area under this 
title shall be included in the urban renewal plan unless the community in which 
the project is located, under regulations prescribed by the Administrator, has 
caused to be made a competent independent analysis of the local supply of 
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transient housing and as a result thereof has determined that there exists in 
the area a need for additional units of such housing.” 


LOW-RENT HOUSING IN URBAN RENEWAL AREAS 


Seo. 411. Section 107 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 


“PAYMENT FOR LAND USED FOR LOW-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING 


“Sec. 107. When it appears in the public interest that land to be acquired 
as part of an urban renewal project should be used in whole or in part as a 
site for a low-rent housing project assisted under the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, as amended, the site shall be made available to the public housing 
agency undertaking the low-rent housing project at a price equal, as deter- 
mined by the Administrator, to the fair value of the site for the most likely 
alternative private use, and the amount so determined shall be included as 
part of the development cost of such low-rent housing project: Provided, That 
the local contribution in the form of tax exemption or tax remission required 
by section 10(h) of such Act with respect to the low-rent housing project into 
which such land is incorporated shall (if covered by a contract which, in the 
determination of the Public Housing Commissioner, and without regard to the 
requirements of the first proviso of such section 10(h), will assure that such 
local contribution will be made during the entire period that the project is 
used as low-rent housing within the meaning of such Act) be accepted as a 
local grant-in-aid equal in amount as determined by the Administrator, to one- 
half (or one-third in the case of an urban renewal project on a three-fourths 
capital grant basis) of the difference between the cost of such site (including 
costs of land, clearance, site improvements, and a share, prorated on an area 
basis, of administrative, interest, and other project costs) and its sales price, 
and shall be considered a local grant-in-aid furnished in a form other than 
cash within the meaning of section 110(d) of this Act.” 


REQUIREMENTS FOR URBAN RENEWAL PLAN 


Sec. 412. Section 110(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by’ inserting 
after “to indicate” in clause (2) the following: “, to the extent required by 
the Administrator for the making of loans and grants under this title,’”’. 


NONRESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT 


Sec. 413. Section 110(c) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking 
out the second paragraph following the paragraph numbered (6) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

“Financial assistance shall not be extended under this title with respect to 
any urban renewal area which is not predominantly residential in character 
and which, under the urban renewal plan therefor, is not to be redeveloped for 
predominantly residential uses: Provided, That, if the governing body of the 
local public agency determines that the redevelopment of such an area for 
predominantly nonresidential uses is necessary for the proper development of 
the community, the Administrator may extend financial assistance under this 
title for such a project: Provided further, That the aggregate amount of capi- 
tal grants contracted to be made pursuant to this title with respect to such 
projects after the date of the enactment of the Housing Act of 1959 shall not 
exceed 20 per centum of the aggregate amount of grants authorized by this 
title to be contracted for after such date.” 


LOCAL GRANTS 


Sec. 414. (a) Section 110(d) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection, in any community 
for which there exists a community renewal program meeting the requirements 
of the Administrator established pursuant to section 103(d), no subsequent 
donation or provision of a public improvement or public facility of a type 
falling within the purview of this subsection shall be deemed to be ineligible as 
a local grant-in-aid for any project in conformity with such community re 
newal program solely on the basis that the construction of such improvement 


SI 
out 
ect ¢ 
ager 
ect | 
the 
are 
gros 
exec 
whic 
the ; 
sence 
whic 
are | 
com] 
teres 
tion 
oblig 
othe! 
Prov 
of tl 
mone 
in al 
Adm: 
ect fi 
basis 
proje 
the a 
folloy 


n= ht 


ce 

b 
but n 
out b 
and ; 


respe 


ng 
by 


ng 
ng 


ter 
for 
the 
for 
_ of 
his 
api- 
uch 
not 
this 


ndd- 


nity 
ents 
uent 
type 
le as 
y Te 
ment 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 61 


or facility was commenced prior to Federal recognition of such project, if such 
construction was commenced not more than five years prior to the authoriza- 
tion by the Administrator of a contract for loan or capital grant for the 
project.” 

(b) The requirement in section 110(d) of the Housing Act of 1949 that the 
assistance provided by a State, municipality, or other public body under that 
section, in order to qualify as a local grant-in-aid, shall be in connection with 
a project on which a contract for capital grant has been made under title I 
of that Act, shall not apply to assistance provided during the period from July 
1, 1957, through December 31, 1957, in connection with urban renewal activities 


which were extended Federal recognition within sixty days after the provision 
of such assistance was initiated. 


CREDIT FOR LOSS OF INTEREST 


Sec. 415. Section 110(e) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by striking 
out the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “ “Gross proj- 
ect cost’ shall comprise (1) the amount of the expenditures by the local public 
agency with respect to any and all undertaking necessary to carry out the proj- 
ect (including the payment of carrying charges, but not beyond the point where 
the project is completed), and (2) the amount of such local grants-in-aid as 
are furnished in forms other than cash. There may be included as part of the 
gross project cost, under any contract for loan or grant hertofore or hereafter 
executed under this title, with respect to moneys of the local public agency 
which are actually expended and outstanding for undertakings (other than in 
the form of local grants-in-aid) necessary to carry out the project, in the ab- 
sence of carrying charges on such moneys, an amount in lieu of carrying charges 
which might otherwise have been payable thereon for the period such moneys 
are expended and outstanding but not beyond the point where the project is 
completed, computed for each six-month period or portion thereof, at an in- 
terest rate to be determined by the Administrator after taking into considera- 
tion for each preceding six-month period the average interest rate borne by any 
obligations of local publie agencies for short-term funds obtained from sources 
other than the Federal Government in the manner provided in section 102(c) : 
Provided, That such amount may be computed on the net total of all such moneys 
of the local public agency remaining expended and outstanding, less other 
moneys received from the project undertaken in excess of project expenditures, 
in all projects of the local public agency under this title, and allocated, as the 
Administrator may determine, to each of such projects. With respect to a proj- 
ect for which a contract for capital grant has been executed on a three-fourths 
basis pursuant to the proviso in the second sentence of section 103(a), gross 
project cost shall include, in lieu of the amount specified in clause (1) above, 
the amount of the expenditures by the local public agency with respect to the 
following undertakings and activities necessary to carry out such project: 

“(i) Acquisition of land (but only to the extent of the consideration paid 
to the owner and not title, appraisal, negotiating, legal, or any other ex- 
penditures of the local public agency incidental to acquiring land), disposi- 
tion of land, demolition and removal of buildings and of carrying charges as 
determined above), exclusive of improvements, and site preparation and 
improvements, all as provided in paragraphs (1), (2), (8), (4), and (6) of 
subsection (c) ; and 

“(ii) The payment of carrying charges related to the undertakings in 
clause (i) (including amounts in lieu of taxes and payment in lieu of taxes), 
but not beyond the point where such a project is completed ; 

but not the cost of any other undertakings and activities (including, but with- 
out being limited to, the cost of surveys and plans, legal services of any kind, 


and all administrative and overhead expenses of the local public agency) with 
respect to such project.” 


UNIFORM DATE FOR INTEREST RATE DETERMINATION 


Sec. 416. Section 110(g) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended— 
(1) by striking out of the first sentence “is approved” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “‘for any project under this title is authorized” ; 


(2) by inserting in the second sentence after “Any” the word “such”; 
and 
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(3) by striking out of the second sentence “contract is revised or super- 
seded by such later contract” and inserting in lieu thereof “later contract 
is authorized”. 

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 417. The Housing Act of 1949 is amended 
(1) by striking out the word “capital” in section 100, in the second 
sentence of section 103(b), and in sections 106(a) (3), 106(b), 106(c) (6), 
106 (c) (8), and 106(e) ; 
(2) by inserting in section 101(a) after the word “title” in the first 
place where it appears therein “or for grants pursuant to section 103(d)”; 
and 
(3) by adding at the end of section 110 the following new subsection: 
“(k) ‘Federal recognition’ means execution of any contract for financial 
assistance under this title or concurrence by the Administrator in the com- 
mencement without such assistance, of surveys and plans.” 





URBAN RENEWAL AREAS INVOLVING COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES 


Sec. 418. Title I of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section : 


“URBAN RENEWAL AREAS INVOLVING COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES 


“Sec. 112. In any case where an educational institution is located in or near 
an urban renewal project area and the governing body of the locality deter- 
mines that, in addition to the elimination of slums and blight from such area, 
the undertaking of an urban renewal project in such area will further promote 
the public welfare and the proper development of the community (1) by making 
land in such area available for disposition, for uses in accordance with the ur- 
ban renewal plan, to such educational institution for redevelopment in accord- 
ance with the use or uses specified in the urban renewal plan, (2) by providing, 
through the redevelopment of the area in accordance with the urban renewal 
plan, a cohesive neighborhood environment compatible with the functions and 
needs of such educational institution, or (3) by any combination of the foregoing, 
the Administrator is authorized to extend financial assistance under this title 
for an urban renewal project in such area without regard to the requirements 
in section 110 hereof with respect to the predominantly residential character 
or predominantly residential reuse of urban renewal areas: Provided, That the 
term ‘educational institution’ as used herein shall mean any educational insti- 
tution of higher learning, including any public educational institution or any 
private educational institution, no part of the net earnings of which shall inure 
to the benefit of any private shareholder or individual.” 


URBAN PLANNING 


Sec. 419. Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended to read as follows: 


“URBAN PLANNING 


“Sec. 701. (a) In order to assist State and local governments in solving plan- 
ning problems resulting from increasing concentration of population in metro- 
politan and other urban areas, including smaller communities, to facilitate 
comprehensive planning for urban development by State and local governments 
on a continuing basis, and to encourage State and local governments to establish 
and develop planning staffs, the Administrator is authorized to make planning 
grants to— 

“(1) State planning agencies, or (in States where no such planning agency 
exists) to agencies or instrumentalities of State government designated by 
the Governor of the State and acceptable to the Administrator as capable 
of carrying out the planning functions contemplated by this section, for the 
provision of planning assistance to (A) cities, other municipalities, and 
counties having a population of less than 50,000 according to the latest 
decennial census, (B) any group of adjacent communities, either incorpo- 
rated or unincorporated, having a total population of less than 50,000 
according to the latest decennial census and having common or related 
urban planning problems resulting from rapid urbanization, and (C) cities, 
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other municipalities, and counties referred to in paragraph (3) of this sub- 
section and areas referred to in paragraph (4) of this subsection ; 

“(2) official State, metropolitan, and regional planning agencies em- 
powered under State or local laws or interstate compact to perform metro- 
politan or regional planning ; 

“(3) cities, other municipalities ,and counties which have suffered sub- 
stantial damage as a result of a catastrophe which the President, pursuant 
to section 2(a) of ‘An Act to authorize Federal assistance to States and 
local governments in major disasters, and for other purposes’, has deter- 
mined to be a major disaster : 

(4) to official governmental planning agencies for areas where rapid 
urbanization has resulted or is expected to result from the establishment or. 
rapid and substantial expansion of a Federal installation ; and 

“(5) State planning agencies for State and interstate comprehensive 
planning (as defined in subsection (d)) and for research and coordination 
activity related thereto. 

Planning assisted under this section shall, to the maximum extent feasible, 
cover entire urban areas having common or related urban redevelopment prob- 
lems. 

“(b) A grant made under this section shall not exceed 50 per centum of the 
estimated cost of the work for which the grant is made. All grants made under 
this section shall be subject to terms and conditions prescribed by the Adminis- 
trator. No portion of any grant made under this section shall be used for the 
preparation of plans for specific public works. The Administrator is authorized, 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 3648 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, to make advances or progress payments on account of any planning 
grant made under this section. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
not exceeding $20,000,000 to carry out the purposes of this section, and any 
amounts so appropriated shall remain available until expended. 

“(e) The Administrator is authorized, in areas embracing several munici- 
palities or other political subdivisions, to encourage planning on a unified metro- 
politan basis and to provide technical assistance for such planning and the solu- 
tion of problems relating thereto. 

“(d) It is the further intent of this section to encourage comprehensive plan- 
ning for States, cities, counties, metropolitan areas, and urban regions and the 
establishment and development of the organizational units needed therefor. In 
extending financial assistance under this section, the Administrator may require 
such assurances as he deems adequate that the appropriate State and local 
agencies are making reasonable progress in the development of the elements of 
comprehensive planning. Comprehensive planning, as used in this section, 
includes the following, to the extent directly related to urban needs: (1) prepa- 
ration, as a guide for long-range development, of general physical plans with 
respect to the pattern and intensity of land use and the provision of public 
facilities, together with long-range fiscal plans for such development; (2) pro- 
graming of capital improvements based on a determination of relative urgency, 
together with definitive financing plans for the improvements to be constructed 
in the earlier years of the program; (3) coordination of all related plans of the 
departments or subdivisions of the government concerned; (4) inter-govern- 
mental coordination of all related planned activities among the State and local 
governmental agencies concerned ; and (5) preparation of regulatory and admin- 
istrative measures in support of the foregoing. 

“(e) In the exercise of his function of encouraging comprehensive planning 
by the States, the Administrator shall consult with those officials of the Federal 
Government responsible for the administration of programs of Federal assis- 
tance to the States and municipalities for various categories of public facilities.” 


TITLE V—COLLEGE HOUSING 


Sec. 501. Section 401(d) of the Housing Act of 1950 is amended— 

(1) by inserting after “$925,000,000” the following: “, which limit shall 
me increased by such amounts, not exceeding $200,000,000, as may be speci- 
tied from time to time in appropriation Acts” ; 

(2) by inserting after “$100,000,000” the following: “‘, which limit shall 
be increased by such amounts not exceeding $25,000,000, as may be specified 
from time to time in appropriation Acts”; and 
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(3) by inserting after ‘$25,000,000” the following: “, which limit shall 
be increased by such amounts, not exceeding $25,000,000, as may be specified 
from time to time in appropriation Acts”. 

Sec. 502. Section 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(e) The Administrator shall take such action as may be necessary to insure 
that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors on 
any project assisted under this title, the construction or rehabilitation of which 
was commenced after the date of enactment of the Housing Act of 1959, (1) 
shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on the same type of 
work on similar construction in the immediate locality as determined by the 
Secretary of Labor in accordance with the Act of March 38, 1981 (Davis-Bacon 
Act), as amended, and (2) shall be employed not more than forty hours in any 
one week unless the employee receives wages for his employment in excess of 
the hours specified above at a rate not less than one and one-half times the 
regular rate at which he is employed; but the Administrator may waive the 
application of this subsection in cases or classes of cases where laborers or 
mechanics, not otherwise employed at any time in the construction of such 
project, voluntarily donate their services without full compensation for the pur- 
pose of lowering the costs of construction and the Administrator determines that 
any amounts saved thereby are fully credited to the educational institution 
undertaking the construction.” 


TITLE VI—ARMED SERVICES HOUSING 


Sec. 601. (a) Section 803(a) of the National Housing Act is amended by 
striking out “June 30, 1959” and inserting in lieu thereof “September 30, 1960”. 

(b) The second sentence of section 803(b)(3) of the National Housing Act 
is amended by striking out “have a maturity not to exceed twenty-five years” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “but not to exceed thirty years from the beginning 
of amortization of the mortgage’”’. 

(ec) Section 803(b) (3) of such Act is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: “The property or project may include such nondwelling 
facilities as the Commissioner deems adequate to serve the occupants.” 

(d) Section 803(c) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “The Commissioner is further authorized to reduce 
the amount of the premium charge below one-half of 1 per centum per annum 
with respect to any mortgage on property acquired by the Secretary of Defense 
or his designee if the mortgage is insured pursuant to the provisions of this 
title as in effect prior to August 11, 1955.” 

(e) Section 803 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection : 

“(k) The Commissioner shall not insure any mortgage under this section 
unless the principal contractor or contractors engaged in the construction of 
the project involved file a certificate or certificates (at such times, in the 
course of construction or otherwise, as the Commissioner may prescribe) certi- 
fiying that the laborers and mechanics employed in the construction of such 
project have been paid not less than one and one-half times the regular rate 
of pay for employment in excess of eight hours in any one day or in excess 
of forty hours in any one week.” 

Sec. 602. (a) The first sentence of section 404(a) of the Housing Amend- 
ments of 1955 is amended to read as follows: “Whenever the Secretary of Defense 
or his designee deems it necessary for the purpose of this title, he may acquire, 
by purchase, donation, condemnation, or other means of transfer, any land or 
(with the approval of the Federal Housing Commissioner) (1) any housing 
financed with mortgages insured under title VIII of the National Housing 
Act as in effect prior to August 11, 1955, or (2) any housing situated adjacent 
to a military installation which was (A) completed prior to July 1, 1952, (B) 


certified by the Department of Defense, prior to construction, as being necessary [ 


to meet an existing military family housing need and considered as military 
housing by the Federal Housing Commissioner, and (C) financed with mortgages 
insured under section 207 of the National Housing Act.” 

(b) Section 404(b) of the Housing Amendments of 1955 is amended by striking 
out “constructed under the mortgage insurance provisions of title VIII of the 
National Housing Act (as in effect prior to the enactment of the Housing 
Amendments of 1955)”, and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “described 
in clause (1) or (2) of subsection (a) of this section”. 
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ic) Section 407(f) of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize certain con- 
struction at military installations, and for other purposes’, approved August 30, 
1957, is amended to read as follows: 

“(f) This section shall have no application to any housing described in clause 
(1) or (2) of section 404(a) of the Housing Amendments of 1955, as amended.” 

Sec. 603. (a) Title VIII of the National Housing Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 810. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, the Com- 
missioner may insure and make commitments to insure any mortgage under 
this section which meets the eligibility requirements hereinafter set forth. 

“(b) No mortgage shall be insured under this section unless the Secretary 
of Defense or his designee shall have certified to the Commissioner that (1) 
the housing which is covered by the insured mortgage is necessary in the interest 
of national defense in order to provide adequate housing for military personnel 
and essential civilian personnel serving or employed in connection with an 
installation of one of the armed services of the United States, (2) there is no 
present intention to curtail substantially the number of such personnel assigned 
or to be assigned to the installation, (3) adequate housing is not available for 
such personnel at reasonable rentals within reasonable commuting distances 
of such installation, and (4) the mortgaged property will not so far as can 
be reasonably foreseen substantially curtail occupancy in any existing housing 
in the vicinity of the installation which is covered by mortgages insured under 
this Act. Any such certificate issued by the Secretary of Defense or his designee 
shall be conclusive evidence to the Commissioner of the eligibility of the mort- 
gage for insurance in accordance with the requirements of this subsection. 

“(c) The Commissioner may accept any mortgage for insurance under this 
section without regard to any requirement in any other section of this Act that 
the property or project be economically sound. 

“(d) The Commissioner shall require each project covered by a mortgage in- 
sured under this section to be held for rental for a period of not less than five 
years after the project or dwelling is made available for initial occupancy or 
until advised by the Secretary of Defense or his designee that the housing may 
be released from such rental condition. The Commissioner shall prescribe such 
procedures as in his judgment are necessary to secure reasonable preference or 
priority in the sale or rental of dwellings covered by a mortgage insured under 
this section for military personnel and essential civilian employees of the armed 
services, and employees of contractors for the armed services, as evidenced by 
certification issued by the Secretary of Defense or his designee. Such certificate 
shall be conclusive evidence to the Commissioner of the employment status of 
the person requiring housing and of such person’s need for the housing. 

“(e) For the purpose of providing multifamily rental housing projects or 
housing projects consisting of individual single-family dwellings for sale, the 
Commissioner is authorized to insure mortgages (including advances on such 
mortgages during construction) which cover property held by a private corpor- 
ation, association, cooperative society, or trust. Any such mortgagor shall 
possess powers necessary therefor and incidental thereto and shall until the 
termination of all obligations of the Commissioner under such insurance be 
regulated or restricted as to rents or sales, charges, capital structure, rate of 
return, and methods of operation to such extent and in such manner as to pro- 
vide reasonable rentals to tenants and a reasonable return on the investment. 
The Commissioner may make such contracts with, and acquire for not to exceed 
$100 such stock or interest in, any such corporation, association, cooperative 
society, or trust as he may deem necessary to render effective such restriction 
or regulation. Such stock or interest shall be paid for out of the Armed Serv- 
ices Housing Mortgage Insurance Fund, and shall be redeemed by the corpora- 
tion, association, cooperative society, or trust at par upon the termination of all 
obligations of the Commissioner under the insurance. 

“(f) To be eligible for insurance under this section, a mortgage on any multi- 
family rental property or project shall involve a principal obligation in an 
amount (1) not to exceed $5,000,000 or (2) not to exceed, for such part of such 
property or project as may be attributable to dwelling use, $2,500 per room (or 
$9,000 per family unit if the number of rooms in such property or project is less 
than four per family unit), and not to exceed 90 per centum of the estimated 
value of the property or project when the proposed physical improvements are 
completed. The Commissioner may increase any of the foregoing dollar amount 
limitations per room contained in this paragraph by not to exceed $1,000 per 
room in any geographical area where he finds that cost levels so require. 
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“(g) To be eligible for insurance under this section a mortgage on any prop- 
erty or project constructed for eventual sale of single family dwellings shall 
involve a principal obligation in an amount not to exceed $5,000,000 and not to 
exceed a sum computed on the basis of a separate mortgage for each single fam- 
ily dwelling (irrespective of whether such dwelling has a party wall or is other- 
wise physically connected with another dwelling or dwellings) comprising the 
property or project equal to the total of each of the maximum principal obli- 
gations of such mortgages which would meet the requirements of section 
203(b) (2) of this Act if the mortgagor were the owner and occupant who had 
made the required payment on account of the property prescribed in such 
paragraph. 

“(h) Any mortgage insured under this section .shall provide for complete 
amortization by periodic payments within such terms as the Commissioner may 
prescribe but not to exceed the maximum term applicable to mortgages under 
section 207 of this Act and shall bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for 
insurance) at not to exceed the rate applicable to mortgages insured under sec- 
tion 207, except that individual mortgages of the character described in sub- 
section (zg) covering the individual dwellings in the project may have a term 
not in excess of the maximum term applicable to mortgages insured under sec- 
tion 203 of this Act or the unexpired term of the project mortgage at the time of 
the release of the mortgaged property from such project mortgage, whichever 
is the greater, and shall bear interest at not to exceed the rate applicable to 
mortgages insured under section 203. The Commissioner may consent to the 
release of a part or parts of the mortgaged property from the lien of the mort- 
gage upon such terms and conditions as he may prescribe and the mortgage may 
provide for such release, and a mortgage of the character described in subsec- 
tion (g) of this section may provide that, at any time after the release of the 
project from the rental period prescribed by subsection (d), such mortgage may 
be replaced, in whole or in part, by individual mortgages covering each indi- 
vidual dwelling in the project in amounts not to exceec the unpaid balance of 
the blanket mortgage allocable to the individual property. Each such individual 
mortgage may be insured under this section. Property covered by a mortgage 
insured under this section may include eight or more family units and may 
include such commercial and community facilities as the Commissioner deems 
adequate to serve the occupants. 

“(i) The aggregate number of dwelling units (including all units in multi- 
family projects or individual dwellings) covered by outstanding commitments 
to insure and mortgages insured under this section shall at no time exceed five 
thousand dwelling units. 

“(j) The provisions of subsections (d), (e), (g), (h), (i), (J), (kK), (1). (m), 
(n), and (p) of section 207 of this title shall be applicable to mortgages insured 
under this section except individual mortgages of the character described in 
subsection (g) of this section covering the individual dwellings in the project. 
and as to such individual mortgages the provisions of subsections (a), (c), (d), 
(e), (f), (2), (h), (j), and (k) of section 204 shall be applicable: Provided, 
That wherever the words ‘Fund’, ‘Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund,’ or ‘Hous- 
ing Insurance Fund’ appear in section 204 or 207, such reference shall refer to 
the Armed Services Housing Mortgage Insurance Fund with respect to mort- 
gages insured under this section. : 

“(k) The provisions of sections 801, 802, 808(c), 808(i), 808(j), 804(a), 
804(b), and 807 and the provisions of section 803(a) relating to the aggregate 
amount of all mortgages insured and the expiration date of the Commissioner's 
authority to insure under this title shall be applicable to mortgages insured 
under this section. 

“(1) If the Commissioner determines that insurance of mortgages on any 
housing of the type described in this section is not an acceptable risk, he may 
require the Secretary of Defense to guarantee the Armed Services Housing Mort- 
gage Insurance Fund from loss with respect to mortgages insured pursuant to 
this section. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to provide for payment to meet losses arising from such guar- 
antee.”’ 

(b) Section 808 of such Act is amended by striking out “The” and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “Except in the case of mortgages on multifamily 
rental housing projects insured under section 810, the’’. 

(c) Section 212(a) of such Act is amended by striking out “or under title 
VIII” and inserting in lieu thereof “or under section 808 or 810 of title VIII”. 
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TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS 
DISPOSAL OF PASSYUNK AND NEWPORT WAR HOUSING PROJECTS 


Sec. 701. (a) The use of projects PA-36011 and PA-36012 (which were con- 
veyed to the Housing Authority of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, under section 
406(c) of the Housing Act of 1956) for the housing of military personnel and 
civilians employed in defense activities without regard to their income and the 
giving of a preference in respect to 700 dwelling units in such projects for such 
military personnel as the Secretary of Defense or his designee prescribes, for a 
period of five years after the date of the conveyance of such projects, is hereby 
authorized; and such use and the giving of such preferences shall not deprive 
such projects of their status as “low-rent housing” as that term is used and 
defined in the United States Housing Act of 19387 and within the meaning of 
that term as used in section 606(b) of the Act entitled “An Act to expedite the 
provision of housing in connection with national defense, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved October 14, 1940, as amended. The Housing and Home Finance 
Administrator is authorized and directed to agree to any amendments to the 
instruments of conveyance which may be required to give effect to the purposes 
of this section. 

(b) Section 406(c) of the Housing Act of 1956 is amended by striking out 
“three years” in the first proviso and inserting in lieu thereof “five years”. 


SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS 


Sec. 702. (a) Section 5(c) of the Home Owners Loan Act of 1933 is amended 
by inserting before the colon at the end of the first proviso a comma and the 
following: “and additional sums not exceeding 20 per centum of the assets 
of an association may be used without regard to such area restriction for the 
making or purchase of participating interests in first liens on one- to four- 
family homes, except that the aggregate sums invested pursuant to the two 
exceptions in this proviso shall not exceed 30 per centum of the assets of such 
association”. 

(b) The second paragraph of section 5(c) of such Act is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: “Participating interests in loans 
secured by mortgages which have the benefit of insurance or guaranty (or a 
commitment therefor) under the National Housing Act, the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act of 1944, or chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code, shall not be 
taken into account in determining the amount of loans which an association may 
make within any of the percentage limitations contained in the first proviso 
of this subsection.” 


VOLUNTARY HOME MORTGAGE CREDIT PROGRAM 


Sec. 703. Section 610(a) of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended by striking 
out “July 31, 1959” and inserting in lieu thereof “July 31, 1962”. 


DEFENSE HOUSING PROJECTS 


Sec. 704. Section 606 of the Act of October 14, 1940, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1586), is amended— 

(1) by inserting the following sentence after the first sentence of sub- 
section (b): “If any such project is consolidated under a single annual con- 
tributions contract with any low-rent project being assisted with annual 
contributions under the said Act, the payment of any annual contribution 
on account of any project so assisted shall not be deemed to be a capital 
grant or annual contribution with respect to any project conveyed here- 
under.” ; and 

(2) by inserting the following proviso before the semicolon at the end of 
subsection (c) (3): “: Provided, That the provisions of this paragraph shall 
not be applicable to any project which is consolidated under a single con- 
tract with one or more low-rent projects being assisted under the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, and all income from any such project conveyed 
under this section may be commingled with funds of the project or projects 
with which it is consolidated and applied in accordance with the require- 
ments of the consolidated contract and the provisions of section 10(c) of 
the said Act”. 
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DISPOSAL OF PROJECT 


Sec. 705. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator may, whenever he deems it desirable, in the public inter- 
est, and in the fulfillment of the purposes of title VI of the Act of October 14, 
1940, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1587) with respect to a housing project known as 
the Southmore Mutual Housing Corporation Project of South Bend, Indiana, 
consent to the modification, with respect to purchase price, repayment period, 
rate of interest, time of payment of any installment on principal or interest, 
security, or any other term, of any contract, sale, mortgage, or other agreement 
with respect to such project or any part thereof. 


REAL ESTATE LOANS BY NATIONAL BANKS 


Sec. 706. Section 203 of the National Housing Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(j) Loans secured by mortgages insured under this section shall not be taken 
into account in determining the amount of real estate loans which a national 
bank may make in relation to its capital and surplus or its time and savings 
deposits.” 

Senator SparKMAN. Our first witness this morning will be a repre- 
sentative of the Bureau of the Budget, but before that, Senator Prox- 
mire has a brief statement that he would like to make. It has to do 
largely with the subject of elderly housing which will be considered 
on Wednesday of next week, but Senator Proxmire may not be able 
to be here at that time. 

Senator Proxmire, we will be very glad to have your statement 
now. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM PROXMIRE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Senator Proxmire. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I ap- 
preciate this consideration. 
Mr. Chairman, the President, in his veto message on the housing 


bill said: 


A new program of direct Federal lending is authorized for housing for 
elderly persons when needs in this area can be adequately met by private 
funds invested under the protection of Federal insurance. 

In this single sentence, the President manifests a staggering lack 
of know ledge and understanding about (1) the housing needs of 
elderly persons, and (2) the ability of the private market, even with 
FHA insurance, to meet these needs. 

Wesay this about the housing needs of elderly persons: 

We are all becoming increasingly aware of the fact that the elderly 
constitute an increasing percentage of our total population. There 
are some 15 million people aged 65 and over, who make up about 9 
percent of our total population. This is in marked contrast to the 
situation at the turn of the century when 3 million persons in this 
age group made up only 4 percent ‘of the population. By 1980, ac- 
cording to population experts the aged will have increased to some 
25 million, or nearly 10 percent of the total population. 

Medical science is succeeding in prolonging life, but longer life 
is a dismal prospect indeed unless it can be enjoyed with at least 
a minimum standard of decent living, such as decent, safe, and 
sanitary housing. 
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Available statistics are pathetically inadequate to inform us about 
the present housing needs of the elderly, but the meager informa- 
tion that is available, principally from local studies that have been 
made in various parts of the country, justify the flat assertion that 
there are, right now, several hundred thousand of our senior citi- 
zens who have an immediate need for better housing. 

Churches, unions, and other charitable and nonprofit organiza- 
tions, as well as many State and local governments, are trying des- 
perately to meet this need. The private market is obviously not 
meeting this need; the reason is easy to understand—it is not profitable 
enough. 

Under the existing FHA insurance program for elderly persons a 
typical project requires a rental of $87.50 for a one-bedroom apart- 
ment and $67.50 for an efficiency apartment. These are actual figures 
taken from the Vine Court project in Hartford, Conn. The figures 
come to an average per unit of $70.82, and an average per room of 
$33.97. 

Who among the elderly can afford these typical accommodations 
under the FHA program? If we can assume that 20 percent of in- 
come can be devoted to housing expenses, it would take a monthly 
income of about $354, and even if we assume as high as a third of 
monthly income can be devoted to housing expenses, it would take 
about $212 to afford one of these typical FHA units. How many of 
our elderly possess this kind of income 4 

I have a table here showing the money income for families and 
unrelated individuals for 1957, the latest year available. It shows 
that of the families in which the head of the family is 65 or over 
the median income is $2,490 a year, or just about the income needed to 
afford a typical FHA unit, assuming a third of income is devoted to 
housing expenses. What this means, of course, is that the FHA in- 
surance program is geared to serve the upper half of the income scale 
among the elderly and cannot serve the lower half. 

Turning now to unrelated individuals among the elderly, the median 
income is $918 a year. Here the situation is especially grim, for less 
than 15 percent can afford the typical FHA unit. 

I am heartily in favor of an FHA insurance program for elderly 
persons, as the Housing and Home Finance Agency Administrator 
will recommend in his testimony this morning. I believe the sub- 
committee chairman deserves the admiration of the entire country as 
well as the elderly persons themselves for having pioneered this pro- 
gram several years ago. When the President says that these needs 
“can be adequately met by private funds invested under the protection 
of Federal insurance,” and at the same time calls for an abrupt end of 
the public housing program which is available to the elderly, he is 
leaving a growing group in our population without hope for a mini- 
mum standard of housing in their declining years. 

The vetoed bill, S. 57, provides for a comprehensive and balanced 
approach to the problem. First, it improves the existing FHA insur- 
ance program. Second, it continues the public housing program, 
which is available to the elderly. And third, it provides for a modest 
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beginning on an experimental basis toward a Federal loan program, 
using the technique used under the college housing program, to meet 
the needs of the elderly whose incomes are not sufficient to afford 
FHA-insured housing and who cannot otherwise be accommodated 
by subsidy programs such as public housing. 

The conference bill is a modest and responsible approach. I do not 
believe that this committee can in good conscience recommend less. 

(The table referred to follows :) 
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Senator Proxmire. Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for per- 
mitting me to make this statement. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, Senator Proxmire. 

Mr. Staats, will you come around, please ¢ 

Mr. Staats is the Deputy Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

May I say that Mr. Stans, the Director of the Budget, talked with 
me and told me that he had to appear before the House Ways and 
Means Committee in connection with the interstate highway program, 
that Mr. Staats would come and ee him, and if later we needed 
any further information, Mr. Stans himself would be glad to come 
later in the hearings. 

Mr. Staats, we are very glad to have you with us. I understand you 
do not have a prepared statement, but I wonder if you would like to 
make any statement. 


STATEMENTS OF ELMER B. STAATS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, AND 
JOSEPH E. REEVE, ASSISTANT CHIEF, AND JAMES D. TSCHIRGI, 
STAFF MEMBER, COMMERCE AND FINANCE DIVISION, BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Sraats. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much your inviting 
us to participate. 

Senator SparkMAN. For the record, will you identify your asso- 
ciates also / 

Mr. Sraars. I will let them identify themselves, if that is agreeable 
to you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Reeve. My name is Joseph E. Reeve. I am the Assistant Chief 
of the Commerce and Finance Division. 

Mr. Tscutrat. My name is James D. Tschirgi of the staff of the 
Commerce and Finance Division. 

Mr. Sraats. Mr. Chairman, as you have indicated, I have not pre- 
pared a formal statement for this session this morning. 1 would, 
however, with your indulgence, like to indicate a little bit of the 
overall budget situation that we face. 

We have just closed the fiscal year of 1958, as you know, with a 
deficit of $12.5 billion, which is the largest peacetime deficit in our 
history. We have had deficits in 4 of the last 6 years, and we have 
had deficits in 23 out of the last 28 years. 

The budget which was submitted by the President for the fiscal year 
1960 was a budget which he called “precariously in balance” and per- 
haps even stronger adjectives could have been applied, because it 
balanced by less than $100 million, and this was predicated on the 
assumption that many programs could be cut back. It was predicated 
on the assumption that we would get some additional revenues, in- 
crease in the gasoline tax to offset an expected revenue loss now esti- 
mated at $500 million, postal rate increases of $350 million, and certain 
other user taxes. 

At the same time now we are faced with many additional demands 
on the budget for fiscal year 1960, aside from the question mark which 
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I have raised in respect to these additional receipts. These do not 
present to us a very encouraging picture for 1960. What I am really 
saying by this is that every program that the Bureau of the Budget 
is called upon to review we have to put within the framework of the 
overall objective of the President of achieving a balanced budget, at 
the same time trying to provide the needs for going programs and for 
the new programs which have been proposed by the agencies and by 
the Congress. 

Tn addition to this, we are faced with very sharp increases in costs 
of doing business, just to carry on the going programs, in terms of 

salaries, wages, and materials costs. And now we are faced with 
another factor in 1960, which is the higher cost of money the Govern- 
inent borrows. 

These factors were not fully taken into account at the time the 
budget was presented for 1960. So that we are currently faced with 
2 very discouraging picture for the fiscal year 1960. 

Another thing that we are called upon particularly to advise the 
President on is the built-in cost on any new program for future fiscal 
years including not only the 1961 budget, which we are already work- 
ing on and which will be presented here in January, but also even 
longer term commitments which later on we will not have control of 
administratively because of the action of law or because they are 
commitments which are made now and which will stand for several 
years in the future. 

I give this background only by way of emphasizing that the hous- 
ing program which is before this committee at the moment, while 
not large in relation to some of the other programs in the budget, the 
President must look at in the light of the overall problem that is 
facing him in the 1960 and 1961 budgets. So that it is not a question, 
really, of whether the administration is for or against a program. 
I think this isa matter for the President and his Cabinet and political 
advisers to decide. In the final analysis it is a kind of a judgment, 
for the executive branch that only he can make as to the relative 
emphasis to be put on one program, agriculture, housing, veterans, or 
national defense, and, of course, for the Congress to act on in the final 
analysis. 

I understood that the committee was particularly interested in 
hearing this morning an analysis of the $70 million additional cost 
in the fiscal year 1960. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is true, Mr. Staats. Do you have a copy 
of it before you? 

Mr. Sraats. Copy of what? 

Senator Sparkman. The comparison of the estimate of the admin- 
istration with that of the subcommittee staff. 

Mr. Staats. I do not believe I do, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. The young lady is bringing you a copy. 

I am going to ask, if there is no objection, that that be printed 


in the record at this point. Each member of the committee, I believe, 
has one. 


43777—_59——-6 
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( The document referred to follows:) 


Effect on the President’s budget for fiscal year 1960 of the housing bill (8S. 57) 
(comparison of estimates prepared by administration with those prepared by 
subcommittee staff ) 

{In millions] 


Administra- Staff 
tion | estimates 
| estimates! | 
Grants: | 
Urban renewal relocation payments-_ -- -- | $3 | 4 
Urban planning (sec. 701) 4 { 2 $1.1 
Scholarship. --. 7 2 
SN ND Soon oo csc Tienes Seelbebhcovishbanns | 5 
Farm housing research _ - 04 


Loans: 
Elderly housing loans _ -- 5 cou ; | 


ieciso aces iin ck at 25 2.5 

Urban renewal advances - SR eine mimcnacinaie eee 8 8.0 

Public housing advances Siiahintha hintaan tod anlenccci eine aca - | 19 5.0 
a a ee ee ; 

College classroom loans_- peter e eek fy Ve 3.5 | 2.5 

Mortgage purchases: F NMA purchase of mortgage for cooperating housing | 12.5 6.3 

Rs inant date ma anid nbnhinibanwigndiiebibipebemnhs ; 75. 34 | 28. 0 

Budgetary impact of administration proposals__-.........._- 4. 60 | 4.6 

: i peer ereer arr rss 

Net budgetary impact of S. 57................-......-...- atte 70.7 23. 4 











1 Source: Housing and Home Finance Agency, table dated July 11, 1959. 


Administration estimates of the net budgetary impact of S. 57 are $47.34 mil- 
lion above estimates made by the staff. Staff justification for the lower esti- 
mates are as follows: 

Relocation payments 


Million 
I a a $3 
I None 


S. 57 would authorize an increase in maximum payments for families from 
$100 to $200, and for businesses from $2,500 to $3,000. These new maximums will 
be used rarely. Under present law, the average moving cost for families is $60 
on a national basis and, in New York City, where costs are high, it is only $70. 
The allowable moving costs for businesses is averaging $800. The new ceilings 
are expected to be paid only in a few unusual cases and to increase the overall 
average by only a small amount. The effect of this increase on projects in ex- 
ecution in fiscal 1960 will be negligible. 


Urban planning grants 


Million 
I iia il tote ilbsedoeei $1.7 
Teen nn eee ocak aaa teseecemnsmmemrtiaciartion 1.3 


The staff believes that the authorization of $10 million, which was recom- 
mended by the administration, will have no significant impact on the 1960 
budget, but is willing to concede that the provisions in S. 57 might cause an ex- 
penditure of approximately $1.1 million. The President’s 1960 budget estimates 
an expenditure for 1960 of $3.5 million. All of this however, is from amounts 
already authorized by previous legislation; none from this year’s legislation. 
The provision in this year’s bill to expand the coverage of the program may in- 
crease the commitment of funds for 1960, but should affect the expenditures by 
not more than $1.1 million. 

Farm housing research 


aie ceed helio Genin seeiamicine = aimaiapiquretind peclaniens $400, 000 
ca ct nl leslie Rie None 


An expenditure for fiscal year 1960 would have to be appropriated. Since the 
administration has not requested appropriations for this purpose, and has never 
shown any interest in the program, it is unlikely that there would be any ex- 
penditure in fiscal year 1960. 
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Elderly housing direct loans 


Million 
re eee een n ee cc tixee abouts 25. 0 
PEUTIC ee ee ee ahead uae 2.5 


This is a new program. It is extremely unlikely that the administration will 
complete the preparation of new regulations, ask for supplemental appropria- 
tions, and process loans and disburse funds for more than a token amount dur- 
ing fiscal year 1960. Commitments may be made for $25 million but disburse- 
ments will probably be made only for a small amount. The staff estimate is ap- 
proximately $2.5 million. 

Public housing advances 


Million 
Ie ae sii en eae ini ha ee Eat lB Ric a $19 
ll al 5 


The administration figures assume that preliminary loans will be approved 
for 45,000 units in fiscal year 1960. Based on past experience, this is extremely 
unlikely. During the year following the passage of the Housing Act of 1956, 
only 10,000 units were approved for preliminary loans. Approval and disburse- 
ment of $5 million is a realistic estimate for fiscal year 1960. 


College classroom loans 


Million 
Au Fait oe Oe Ree ed oe ee $3.5 
eee EOE ee ae eh be idee 2.5 


Past experience would indicate that a new program such as this would be 
very slow in getting underway. By the time regulations have been prepared and 
agreed to by both the Community Facilities Administration and the Health, 
Education, and Welfare Department, many months will have passed before any 
commitments are made under this new authority. It is most unlikely that the 
amount actually disbursed in the coming fiscal year will exceed $2.5 million. 


FNMA special assistance for cooperative housing 


Million 
ee a gem an mangsnmnnnaee $12.5 
EURO INE, Soci he ee aha ta aes Sica genienine as ccs wiatidaiinide ats aentains 6.3 


The bill provides new authorization of $37.5 million; $25 million to be used 
for consumer-cooperatives, and $12.5 million for builder-sponsor cooperatives. 
Because there is already a balance of $30 million in FNMA for consumer-coop- 
eratives, it is unlikely that any of the new funds will be committed and dis- 
bursed in 1960. It takes 18 to 24 months to get a project to completion from 
the date of commitment. It is possible, however, that approximately one-half 
of the $12.5 million becoming available for commitments to builder-sponsor 
cooperatives will be disbursed in 1960. 


Spending amounts for fiscal year 1960 in housing bill (8S. 57) (comparison of 
estimates prepared by administration with those prepared by subcommittee 
staff) 








[In millions] 
Administra- Staff 
tion esti- estimates 
mates ! 

Spending items in S. 57: 
Urban renewal relocation payments. ................-.--- sniibeSctionlesoe RR EES. pelea 
Ce RN EIOED (O0G., TUE dis ~ Scene kien dniccecenittgcenbenciccnniin 1.7 $1.1 
ken ae aa amemekanndl ba i 
EPR OE te oe gas ccc deeded tecebenttsokesemowe 2.5 2.5 
ee ea ee a a eee ereee SE Bench teas 
i i a Ek cs wl 7.34 3.7 
Spending items in administration proposal (S. 612): Urban planning a 1 1.0 
OI NN OS ee ee. oa tac tlhe bias ecedaaabondias | 6. 34 22 








} Source of administration estimates is a table dated July 11, 1959, prepared by HHFA. 
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Senator Dovetas. Mr. Chairman, may I make a suggestion’ I 
would suggest that the chairman summarize the comparison between 
the estimates of the Bureau of the Budget and of the staff so that the 
record may show what matters, if any, are under discusison or dispute 

Senator SrarkMaAN. I plan to do that, to go down it item by item, 
and I gather that Mr. Staats plans to take it up that way. That isthe 
reason I wanted to be sure that he had the comparative statement 
before him. 

By the way, this statement that has been offered for the record not 
only contains the figures, but it also contains an explanation in the 
subsequent three or four pages summarizing the re: ne back of the 
staff's estimates, which I think are very good. I refer the members of 
the committee to those statements. 

Mr. Sraats. Mr. Chairman, we have, of course, gone over the esti- 
mates made by the Housing and Home Finance Agency with respect 
to the costs of S. 57. I think Mr. Mason will have with him this 
morning representatives of each of the constituent agencies. We 
would like to suggest, if it meets with your approval, that the commit- 
tee discuss with them item by item and compare their estimates with 
the analysis made by the staff of the subcommittee. If that would 
meet. with your approval, it seems to me that it might be a more 
profitable way to proceed. 

These estimates have been made, as you know, in the Housing 
Agency. We have been over them. We do agree with them on the 

$70 million additional cost. I think it might be a better procedure if 
it meets with your approval. 

Senator Sparkman. In other words, what you are saying is that the 
primary responsibility for these figures is with the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency and its constituent agencies, rather than with 
the Bureau of the Budget / ¢ 

Mr. Sraars. I believe that is a correct statement. 

Senator SparKMAN. That the position of the Bureau of the Budget 
is that of a reviewer rather than an initiator. 

Mr. Sraats. That is right. 

Senator Sparkman. Then I think your suggestion is very good and 
we can follow that. 

Senator Carenart. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? Is the 
purpose of this table to show that the administration estimates that 
the housing bill that the Congress passed would cost $70 million in the 
fiscal year ‘1960 and that the staff of this committee estimates it would 
only cost $23 million? Isthat right / 

Senator SparKMAN. The actual figures are in the subtotal above 
that. 

Senator Caprnart. I understand that. 

Senator SparkMAN. If I may continue for the record, the admin- 
istration’s estimate is that the total cost of the budget for fiscal 1960 
would be $75,340,000. The committee staff has a comparable figure 
of $28 million. So the administration proposals for new housing 
legislation, according to their estimates, would cost $4,600,000 ; the 
last figure given is the difference. The administration says 8. 57 
would have cost. $70,740,000 more than the administration bill. Our 
figure is that it would cost. $23,400,000 more. 

Senator Carenarr. How are we going to prove these figures ? 
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Senator SpaRKMAN. We are going to take them up item by item and 
get the explanation. 

Senator Carenarr. Let me ask this. Is this the total amount of all 
money to be spent in 1960 upon this so-called housing bill? Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Sraats. That is right. The additional money for housing re- 
sulting from S. 57 as estimated by the executive branch is the figure 
375.34 million. The estimate made by the committee staff, the total 
cost of the housing legislation, I believe, is $28.5 million. 

Senator Carenart. That is the cash effect it would have on the 
1960 budget ? 

Mr. Sraats. On the 1960 budget. 

Senator Carenarr. That is the amount of cash money that will be 
spent in 1960? 

Mr. Sraats. That is the net amount of expenditure. 

Senator Carenarr. That has nothing to do with loans that are made 
under the housing bill ¢ 

Mr. Staats. The budget has always, of course, included loans in the 
same category as any other expenditure. This has been the practice 
from the very beginning of the Budget Accounting Act, as far as I 
know. . 

Senator Carpenarr. There has been a lot of shouting over a com- 
paratively small amount of money, has there not? Let us take either 
one of these figures. I do not know which one is right, but I have 
dealt with accountants all my life, and it is very seldom two accountants 
come up with exactly the same figures. 

Mr. Sraats. I think that would be right, relatively, Senator. I 
think, though, another factor that has to be taken into account is your 
costs in future years. This $75 million becomes—— 

Senator CareHarr. This only has to do with 1 year? 

Mr. Sraats. This $75 million becomes $240 million in 1961. 

Senator Carenarr. This only applies to the effect upon the budget 
in 1960? 

Mr. Staats. That is correct. 

Senator Carenartr. Expenditures. And there is a difference be- 
tween your figures and those of the committee staff of $50 million, 
approximately ? 

Mr. Sraats. That is right. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Mr. Staats, there are a couple of things that I 
want to be sure we are clear on. First, in reply to Senator Capehart’s 
question you said, did you not, that when the term “spending” was 
used in the President’s message and in your statement it included 
some loans? Is that not right? 

Mr. Staats. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I used the word “expenditures,” 
[ believe, which is the term we use in the budget. 

Senator Sparkman. The President used the word “spending.” 

Mr. Sraars. The budget expenditures have always included loans 
as well as grants, as well as any cash expenditures such as salaries and 
other expenses. This is the way those funds have been classified in 
the budget, at least in the 20 years that I i been in the Bureau. 

Senator SparKMAN. You know it to be true, I am sure, that in these 
loan programs the Government has actually made a profit, has it not ? 
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Mr. Sraars. Well, this, of course, could possibly be true in many 
other ¢ ategor les, 

Senator SparkMan. Yes, but I am talking about right here. We 
are just talking about the housing bill now. When the word “spend- 
ing” is used, that includes loans upon which the Government actually 
makes profit. You are talking about future years. You said some- 
thing about that, and this includes loans that in future years will 
bring back a profit. 

Mr. Sraars. I would not be prepared to say that that would not 
happen in many cases in the budget. I think this happens in the 
case of FNMA. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. But I am trying to hold this to housing. 
are just considering housing today. 

You made the statement that $75 million for 1960 would be $240 
million in 1961. Did you mean that to be factually correct? Have 
you figured it out and is that correct? 

Mr. Sraats. That is the best estimate that we have now, 
man. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Have you prepared a table on that? 
Mr. Sraats. We would be prepared to do it. 
(The following was received for the record :) 


We 


Mr. Chair- 


Housing legislation—Comparison of authorizations and expenditures proposed by 
administration with conference housing bill (8. 57) 


[In millions] 


New obliga- 
tional authority 


Fiscal year 1960 | Fiscal year 1961 





Total 1960-43 



































Purpose De a EE te Se Se i te ae 
Admin-| Con- |Admin-| Con- Admin-| Con- | Admin. Con- 
istra- | fer- istra- | fer- istra- |  fer- istra- fer- 
tion ence tion ence tion ence tion ence 
— $$ _____— —__— —- | — - —}|— — | a we _ — 
Urban renewal: 
1959___- _— $100 | ta | Z bs 
eo ees 250 | $500.0 |.....--- Raa 
ce ent 250 | 400.0 =| 
1962-65 : : UN eo ena ca cleoceencn : isbethaees 
 occame i 1 600 900. 0 $3 $11 $23 | $41 $135 | $270 
College housing ioans..._._.____. 200 | 300.0 |......_|...__. | 125} 130} 200| 300 
College classroom loans... a 62.5 3 aénabkees | MGs hig | 62 
FNMA purchase of ee | 
mortgages...-.-...--- oN | 37.5 } 32] Bia Sie 13 
ail sii 
Other author- 
izations | | 
ee | | 
i j } 
Public housing. | 2874.5 |_._. 19 | ae 32 
Loans for housing for the eeeiy-. be tad | 350.0 |...-.. | 25 | : 25 |.. 50 
EE a GiininkGaceccscna~ ee $10 | 3745.4 2) 5 4) 9 | 10 25 
ati signin Ueanengi |p fn 
Oe 1 810 |2, 249.9 | 5 | 75| 182 | 240 | 345 752 
. | } | { 


1 Amounts proposed by administration for urban renewal for 1962-6 not included in totals since conference 
bill did not provide advance authorization for these years. Program continuation at conference committee 
level for 1961 would require additional authorization of $1,600,000,000 for 1962-65. 

2 Conference bill provides authority, without appropriation action, to enter into annual contributions 
contracts for 45,000 public housing units, with a 40-year cost of about $874,500,000 and, at the discretion 
of the President, approximately 145,000 additional units with a 40-year cost of $2,825, 000,000. Appropriations 
would be required to meet subsequent annual contractual payments. 

2 Authorization for appropriation. New obligational authority when actually appropriated. 
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Senator SparkMAN. I would certainly like to see it. I would like 
to see how you push that up to $240 million in 1961. 

There is one other statement that I want to get cleared up that was 
contained in the President’s veto message. This may not represent 
your figures, again they may be those of the Housing and Home 


Finance Agency, but I certainly want this record to show the truth 
on this statement. 


The President said— 
Its spending authorizations total a minimum of $2.2 billion. 


Can you tell us how that figure was ever arrived at? 

Mr. Sraats. Mr. Chairman, here again I think it would be perhaps 
preferable to take that up item by item on the bill. 

Senator Sparkman. That is all right. I recognize that. In other 
words, that, again, was prepared initially by the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency. 

Mr. Sraats. That is correct. The $2.2 billion is the total amount 
that would be expended or provided as obligational authority over a 
period of years. 

Senator Sparkman. How longa period of years? 

Mr. Sraats. Well, in the case of urban renewal grants, for example, 
it covers only the 2 years. 

Senator SparKMAN. The money would not be paid out in 2 years, 
would it? The money would not be spent in 2 years, would it? 

Mr. Sraats. This would be obligational authority. 

Senator SparKMAN. But over what period of years would it be 
spent? You say that money that goes out of the Treasury is counted 
as spent. Over what period of years would it be spent on urban 
renewal ¢ 

Mr. Sraats. I am sorry, I would not be able to answer that question. 
I think you would have to refer that to the Agency. 

Senator SparkMAN. It might run as long as 15 or 20 years, might 
it not? 

Mr. Sraats. I just would not be prepared to say. 

Senator SpARKMAN. We will ask that of the housing people. 

What about the spending for any other program that extends over 
a period of years ? 

Mr. Staats. There are a number of them. 

Senator Sparkman. Could you name one? What is the longest 
period that you have involved in this spending of $2.2 billion ? 

Mr. Sraats. Well, the public housing annual contribution 

Senator Sparkman. Over how long a period does that run ? 

Mr. Sraats. Forty years, I believe. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Forty years. How much is expended over the 
period of 40 years? 

Mr. Sraats. $874 million, I believe, is the figure. 

Senator SPARKMAN. $874 million. Mr. Staats, this, again, may not 
be within your particular purview, but has there ever heen a case here- 
tofore in which a request came up from the administration for author- 
ity to place under contract public housing over a period of years when 
such a cost figure as this was used in the computation 

Mr. Sraats. I could be in error on this, but I remember working 
with the staff of this committee in 1949. I believe there were estimates 
made at that time as to how much it would cost. 
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Senator SparKMAN. That was at the time the original authorization 
was made, was it not ? 

Mr. Sraats. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. By the way, the President has included in his 
message in subsequent years additional authorizations. 

Mr. Sraats. I was not in the Bureau in 1954, but I believe there 
was a change in 1954 in the arrangements set up in the law of 1949. 
Am I not correct in that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Sparkman. When the President asked in 1956 for 70,000 
units of public housing, what did the budget carry as the figure that 
came up to us, do you recall? 

Mr. Sraats. I do not recall. 

Senator Sparkman. I might refresh your recollection. Unless I 
am grievously in error, it did not carry one dime. Why throw it in 
here in the veto message when it never has been done heretofore? 
Again I recognize that may be for the agency to answer rather than 
you. 

Mr. Sraats. I was not in the Bureau at that time, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparkMAN. And remember, this was used by the President 
in his veto message when he referred to comparable budget recom- 
mendations of the administration. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? Are you in- 
ferring that the discussion of this matter on a 40-year basis is some- 
thing new? 

Senator SparkMAN. I am not inferring it, I am making the outright 
declaration that including a figure such as that $475 million, has 
never been done heretofore. It was not done in 1956 when the ad- 
ministration itself asked for 70,000 units. 

Senator Busu. I would like the chairman to consider what I would 
like to present for the record in that connection. I have here this 
statement. 

Twenty years ago on August 3, 1939, the House considered the rule on S. 591, 
a bill to expand the then-existing public housing program by making an addi- 
tional $45 million of annual public housing subsidy contributions available over 
a 60-year period. Here, in part, is what Congressman Gore, now Senator Gore, 
from Tennessee had to say. This is page 10955 of that record. He said: 

“The cost of the program is paid in 60 annual payments from the Treasury 
of the United States. This bill authorizes $800 million to be loaned but, mind 


you, that does not represent the cost of the program. It also authorizes the 
U.S. Housing Authority—and, mind you, when you authorize them, it will 
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certainly be done—to make binding contracts for the payment of $45 million 
a year for 60 years, $2.7 billion. Add that to the $28 million for every year 
to which we have already been committed, for 60 years and you have $73 million 
a year for 60 years, $4.88 billion, to which the passage of this bill will definitely 
and positively commit the Government.” 

I submit there is not anything new about projecting the cost of the 
housing program. I am inclined to look somewhat dimly on 40-year 
forecasts of what they may eventually cost. But I do believe that 
it is hardly fair to say that it is a new idea when 20 years ago Con- 
gressman, now Senator, Gore spoke of the bill in those terms. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. That may be but since that time, in 1949, when 
the Housing Act was enacted, and the authorization was set up, and 
when the President refers to a new authorization in his veto message— 
well, it just was not in the new authorization, so far as the basic plan 
of public housing was concerned. 

I should like to submit for the record at this point three tables 
submitted to us by the Housing and Home Finance Agency at three 
different times in 1959. In the first one, dated January 21, 1959, 
when we asked for a statement of the cost of all of these different 
programs—it was said in our hearings at that time on page 86— 
the first table contained no estimate of any cost for public housing, 
even though three of the bills that were before us, on which the 
estimates were based, had provisions calling for substantial authoriza- 
tion for contractual authority for such units. 

The second table, dated February 6, 1959, contained an estimate 
placed in the footnotes to “other financial provisions,’ which in- 
cluded such things as FHA insurance authority. 

The third table, dated February 12, 1959, contained the estimate as 
part of the table, and the amount of $883 million was included in the 
total cost of the bill. 

Ever since that time, the reference to the cost of S. 57 included 
the $8883 million, subsequently reduced to $874 million, except when 
Mr. Stans submitted his table on June 23, which was contained on 
page 15 of the hearings on corporate and excise tax extension. He 
carefully differentiated between new obligational authority and other 
obligations. 

(The tables referred to follow:) 
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Proposed housing legislation—Comparative summary of new obligational 


authority and other financial provisions—Feb., 6, 1959 


{In millions] 


| Administration bills 8. 57 as passed 
(S. 65 and 612) 

| 

| 





1959 | 1960 | After |Total] 1959 | 1960 After Total 
1960 Wet <a t- 
NEW OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY 2 | | 


Urban renew al capita) grant author- 








I Fos oink anncaawsoeknseon CA | $100) $250/$1, 100/$1, 450) $350.0) $450. 0)$1, 300. 0) ¢ $2, 100.0 
Assistance to colleges—direct loans: 
Housing and related facilities....._| BA Mice beacuse WN Obie cs ck ewsgance 300. 0 
Classroom and academic facilities.}; BA |--.--|-..--|---.--]------ Bian sarn sits etmsomeniniins 125.0 
Subtotal, new y anenemede au- o | | 
thority -HHF A. ‘ ..| 300} 250) 1,100) 1,650 775. 0 450.0) 1, 300.0 2, 525.0 
Wh Ge co do caceeknos -| BA cietincmetete aaa WT isk wos on tees ccses 150.0 





Total, new obligational au- | 
thority Rade 7 





OTHER FINANCIAL PROVISIONS ® 























| 
Urban renewal capital grant author- | 
ization (Presidential reserve or esca- 
lator provision). -__- GA.) 20-3.) 100} 7150.0} (7) ) 7 150.0 
FHA mortgage insurance authoriza- 
tion (sec. 217). _.-- IA {6,000} (8) |_-..-- 6, 000/95, 000. 0} 5, 000. O}....__- | * 10, 000.0 
Urban planning assistance (sec. 701) PS I es anes 10 Di cen was semua we 10.0 
Farm housing research ----- ae Salen Pao Met Nia cacsess Sie Sida ta sate Neacece cee )) (18) on 
College housing sublimitations: 
Facilities related to housing-_- ences -ecacnee as 25 ee ava , 50.0 
Nurses and intern housing aang eee ee TE rss cetaerbis 50.0 
City planning scholarships. - Salas d [SA 1... ee de dted wuss ae | 5 1.0 1.5 
Defense hospital grants. -- Te Pe eee ee eee 7. 5| Rass 15.0 
Publie housing, additional low-rent 
GOs lekars tare ica Bones Ae ao otiaahiaina dl Somieanl ear poeebnten beter (1) (4) (41) (4) 


1 CA—contract authorization; BA—borrowing authorization; [A—insurance or guarantee authorization; 
A A—authorization for appropriation. 


2 Excludes new obligational authority resulting from appropriations which may be made pursuant to 
authorizations for appropriations shown below under “‘ Other financial provisions.’’ 

’ Reestablishment of Presidential reserve not included on this line because it is not new obligational 
authority until released by the President. See ‘‘ Other financial provisions.”’ 

‘S. Rept. No. 41 states congressional intent that urban renewal contract authority should not be rationed 

§ Senate bill provides for increase in interest rate on direct and guaranteed loans to 5% percent. 

* Excludes certain matters difficult to tabulate, including provisions of Senate bill providing for reinstitu- 
tion of FNMA special assistance par purchase requirement and other technical amendments where precise 
fiscal effects cannot be determined immediately. 

7 Senate bill requires that up to $150,000,000 in addition to stated authorizations (but within total of 
$3,450,000,000) be used as needed to meet bona fide applications filed with the Administrator. Assumed to 
be used as follows: $100,000,000 in 1960 and $50,000,000 in 1961. 

* Legislation provides for open-ended insurance authorization after enactment of omnibus housing bill. 

* Less unused insurance authorization as of July 1, 1959. 

1© Senate bill provides $75,000 annually for research contracts for 3-year total of $225,000 


" Authorization to enter into annual contributions contracts for approximately 45,000 new low-rent units 
estimated to cost some $883,000,000 in contributions over next 38 to 40 years. 


this line because it is not 
See ‘‘Other financial pro- 


al reserve is not included on 


new obligational authority until release 


xd by the President. 





visions.’’ 
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Housing legislation—Comparison of authorizations and expenditures proposed by 
administration with conference housing bill (S. 57)—June 23, 1959 


{In millions] 


| 
| Estimated budget expenditures 
| New obliga- i =. witha F 
tional authority | | 


| Fiscal year 1960 | Fiscal year 1961 | Total 1960-63 
































Purpose ie Ba Ss . 2 56 
; 
|Admin-| Con- |Admin-| Con- Admin-| Con- | Admin-| Con- 
istra- | fer- | istra- |  fer- istra- | fer- | istra- |  fer- 
tion | ence | tion ence tion | ence tion ence 
} | | 
aneeincnioninitiod ne apie seecigetstianay pes aerate 
Urban renewal: i | | | 
ll --| $100 |_- ‘ Sees ; fs bc ccsiidle  ORasta eo 
DiGi egestas. ; 250 | $500.0 |_ j » Fd nt kta 
1961. _.-.- ace teed ‘ } 250 | 400.0 |_- Sd tc ads Palisa 
SPO ohn nten secs. Sioned =e 
 —_— | 1600} 900.0) $3 $11} $23) $41 | $135 $270 
College housing loans-_-- : ‘ 200 GO Lodi acascleccasine 125 | 130 200 | 300 
College classroom loans... - ee tt ee il auee ME wisctrtaed | 62 
FNMA _ purchase of cooperative | | 
WORTINNIIN. ioc nisi cuted : bk as WB ite2 sh. OPih 53) pies Pee kt 13 
rs cle Tenis) 
| Other author- 


izations 























Putiie homing ....5.-..--22---..<.. loncancs| Se Mbetases Rel Ss €. 32 
Loans for housing for the elderly -----|--- SSO OM a ac , ee Bees anis 50 
Gs shone ir assnc~-se Jonvasceacoel” | Say eae 2 | 5 | 4 9 | 10 25 

Pntscaes canes canoes ----| '810 > 249. 9 5 75 152 240 345 752 





1 Amounts proposed by administration for urban renewal for 1962-65 not included in totals since conference 
bill did not provide advance authorization for these years. Program continuation at conference committee 
level for 1961 would require additional authorization of $1,600,000,000 for 1962-65. 

3 Conference bill provides authority, without appropriation action, to enter into annual contributions 
contracts for 45,000 public housing units, with a 40-year cost of about $874,500,000 and, at the discretion 
of the President, approximately 145,000 additional units with a 40-year cost of $2,825,000,000._ Appropriations 
would be required to meet subsequent annual contractual payments. 

+ Authorization for appropriation. New obligational authority when actually appropriated. 





_ Senator Sparkman. To the Budget Bureau, an item is not consid- 
ered new obligational authority until appropriated; is that correct? 

Mr. Staats. It is that included in the budget, Mr. Chairman, as new 
obligational authority, any authority to commit funds. 

Now that can be in the form of grants, in the form of loans, in the 
form of contracts or contract authorizations, or as borrowing 
authority. 

There are many different ways in which this comes about. 

I think you are correct in saying that in previous years, and in many 
other instances outside the housing field, if I may say so, we have not 
costed out completely the total cost of a bill through its expiration 
date, to be completely fair and accurate about it. 

However, I would like to say this, that in recent years, the Congress 
itself has been exerting a great deal of pressure on us to provide better 
cost estimates on any legislation under consideration in the Congress. 
In fact, there is a law now which requires that we do it for a 5-year 
period, at least, on any legislation—a minimum of 5 years. And I 
think you will find departmental proposals which now come before 
various committees of Congress proposing legislation, either make this 
kindof cost estimate or explain why those estimates cannot be made. 

We feel, and I think this is the sense of the Congress as well, that it- 
isalways important on any legislation to have the price tag as carefully 
set forth as we possibly can. 
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Senator SparKMAN. Can you explain why it was not done in January 
and February of this year ¢ 

Mr. Sraats. I would be glad to submit something for the record, 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Perhaps that should be the initiating agency’s 
question, rather than yours. 

Senator Carenart. Is it not almost impossible to estimate the cost 
to the Government of as housing since the cost is the difference 
between the income of the public housing project and the amortization 
of the mortgage? Is it not technically possible that there would be no 
cost whatsoever? It has never happened, I think, but is it not tech- 
nically possible? 

Mr. Sraats. I would really rather that question be addressed to the 
Housing Agency, Senator. 

Senator Carenarr. You understand how it works ? 

Mr. Sraats. Yes; I understand how it works. 

Senator Carenart. The loval authorities sell the bonds to build the 
project for the total cost, and the Federal Government says to them 
that the Federal Government will make up the difference between the 
net income of the project and the cost of amortizing the bonds over a 
40-year period. 

Does that not vary in every instance ? 

Mr. Sraats. That is quite right, but I do not think, though, that 
it would be fair to assume that it would yield the Government a profit 
or I do not think we would have to be in it. 

Senator CareHartr. You know it could never yield a profit but my 
oint is we could operate one of these public housing units on the 
asis that the net income would be sufficient to amortize the mortgage. 

Mr. Sraats. Theoretically. I think it is only theoretical, though. 

Senator Capenarr. Therefore, it is hard to estimate what the cost 
would be? 

Mr. Sraats. I think we have experience on it. 

Senator Carenart. I think we have had some experience to date. 

Mr. Sraats. That is why I suggested the question be addressed to 
the Agency. 

Senator Carenart. Another fact, I think, is that in 1949, Congress 
and this committee put a limit on the amount of money the Federal 
Government could use in subsidizing public housing each year, did 
we not ? 

Mr. Staats. In 1949? 

Senator Capenart. Yes. 

Mr. Sraats. That is correct. That was repealed in 1954, I believe, 
was it not? 

Senator Capenart. Oh, no; it has never been repealed. That 
total was $336 million. 

Do you know how much we are using nee 

Mr. Sraats. Excuse me. I have here before me a copy of the 
enactment in 1954, as revised in 1955 and 1956, which may or may 
not be it. We may not have a full meeting of minds here. This 
states that: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the authority may enter into 


contracts for loans and new contributions after July 31, 1956, for not more 
than 35,000 additional dwelling units, which amount shall be increased by 
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35,000 additional dwelling units on July 1, 1957, and may enter into only such 
new contracts for preliminary loans as are consistent with the number of 
dwelling units for which contracts * * *. 

Senator Capenart. If you will yield, I shall tell you what that is. 
That is what was written in by the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Sraars. This is for 2 years. 

Senator CiarK. It has expired. 

Senator Caprenarr. In 1949 the Congress passed a law which is 
still effective saying the Federal Government could never, in any one 
year, pay out more than $336 million in subsidizing public housing. 

That figure at the moment is $120 million, is it not, that we are paying 
out each year ?¢ 

Mr. Sraats. I think that is about right. 

Senator Carrnart. And the law is still in existence, permitting up 
to $336 million. 

Mr. Reeve. The effective limitation in the law, Senator, is not the 
dollar limitation but the number of units. 

Senator CarprHart. We have two limitations. We have a limita- 
tion in dollars which is $336 million, and since that was passed in 
1949, from time to time we have limited the number of units that 
could be built in any one year, and that is the law that you read just 
aminute ago. 

Mr. Reeve. Y es, and there is no authority now, as I understand it, 
to contract to build any more units that are not under the contract. 

Senator Capenart. It does not matter how many units we contract 
to build. The Housing Agency could not enter into contract for more 
than $336 million in any one year under the existing law. 

Mr. Reeve. That is our understanding. 

Senator Carenart. There are two limitations. One is dollars and 
one is units. The reason I bring this up is there is so much mis- 
understanding in respect to public housing, and I thought we ought to 
clear the record. 

Under the public housing law, local housing authorities sell bonds. 
The Federal Government guarantees that if the income is not suf- 
ficient to meet the amortization, they, the Federal Government, will 
make up the difference. And we have authorized the Federal Gov- 
ernment, under existing law, to go up to $336 million a year. At the 
ene "they are using only $126 million a year. And technically 

aking—I am sure it will never, never happen—we could operate 

all these projects on a basis of breaking even, so it would not cost the 
Federal rovernment any money. 

I think the record ought to show those facts because I find so many 
of my people do not understand how public housing works. They seem 
to think that the Government puts up all the money. 

Mr. Sraats. I was simply suggesting that the experience over this 
10-year period for the seed might help. 

Senator Capenarr. I think we do have good experience, and I think 
it is fairly accurate and I think we can estimate within quite a close 
range at the moment what it is going to cost. But, nevertheless, the 
better operation we have of these projects, the less it ‘will cost the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let me ask just one more question. 

Senator Ciark. Senator, my doubt has been dispelled by the staff. 
I do not need to ask any questions. 
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Senator SparKMAN. Mr. Staats, you made reference in your state- 
ment a while ago, I believe, to the price tag. Is not the general price 
tag, as it is generally understood, the net costs ? 

Mr. Sraats. W ell, not in the Federal budget terms, Mr. Chairman. 
The price tag that we have always included on any legislation was 
those things ‘which were classified in the budget as expenditures or 
new obligational authority. 

Senator Sparkman. You do not take into consideration payments 
back into the Treasury ¢ 

Mr. Staats. In the receipts side of the budget we do. 

Senator SparKMAN. But in making up estimates such as this, you 
do not take the receipts into consideration ? 

Mr. Sraats. We have always felt that the best budgetary practice 
was to show the receipts in the year in which they were received, and 
the obligational authority in the year in which it is incurred, and the 
expenditures i in the year in w hich those are incurred. We feel this 
is a better presentation of the budget picture than one which tries to 
net out on an estimated basis, because we do have these problems that 
Senator Capehart pointed out, of developing precise estimates. ‘These 
become matters of judgment in many cases as to what. the net is 
actually going to turn out to be. 

Senator SparKMAN. In setting up this price tag or this spending 
cost, you did not make any estimates as to receipts, did you? 

Mr. Sraats. I do not believe those have been prepared. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Over the period of 40 years ? 

Mr. Staats. I would assume a similar statement could be prepared. 

Mr. Reeve. Senator Sparkman, with reference to public housing, 
what we have in here are the annual contributions. And as ‘you, of 
course, recognize, there are no return receipts from annual contribu- 
tions. 

Senator SparKMAN. There are variations from it, but I am not 
talking about public housing, but about the whole program. 

Mr. Sraats. You were talking in more general terms? 

Senator SparkMAN. The whole program, yes. It is a fact, is it not, 
that the overall housing program since its origin, including public 
housing, has actually returned a profit to the U.S. Government? Is 
this not true as to FHA, Fannie Mae, the home loan bank, all the 
various housing programs? 

Mr. Sraats. I do not believe I have ever seen that picture pulled 
together in that way, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Sparkman. It has been presented in our hearings from 
time to time. I will be glad to get the reference and send it to you 
some time. 

Mr. Sraats. Does this take into account urban renewal and public 
housing, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. It could to date take into account urban re- 
newal. That is another thing, as you brought out a few moments 
ago; even though you make it appear that urban renewal is a tre- 
mendously costly program, actually there is carried in the 1960 budget 
only $103 million for urban renewal, is that not right ? 

Mr. Reeve. W ell, as you indicated a little earlier, Senator, the urban 
renewal program is a good example of a long leadtime program. We 
have in the pipeline well over a billion dollars of future expenditures 
already, before passage of any other legislation. 
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Senator Sparkman. You have had that since 1949. At least you 
have had the capability of having it in the pipeline, because the act 
of 1949 and subsequent Housing Acts since then have provided 


$1,350 million for slum clearance and redevelopment, title I. Is that 
not true ? 


Mr. Reeve. It is true. 

Senator Sparkman. And of that amount, how much has been spent? 

Mr. Reeve. Several hundred million, I presume. Mr. Cash prob- 
ably has the figures. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. As a matter of fact, it is not several hundred 
million; I am sorry, I do not have the figure right now, but I think 
everybody would be surprised at the low amount that has been spent. 
It is roughly $207 million in the 10 years since that time. 

Are there any other questions? 

Senator Busy. You raised a question about the cost to the Federal 
Government, and had there not been established a profit. 

I would say that since I have been on the committee, I have never 
seen any evidence of a careful, thorough appraisal that would indicate 
that these operations that vou have in mind are actually conducted at 
a profit—now just a minute—let me finish. 

Senator SparKMAN. I was just going to refer you to our hearings 
this past January. 

Senator Busu. I know you were. My point is that it depends on 
what figures we take into account, as to whether we show a profit to 
the United States or not. Whether we take into account that the 
money that goes into these things has to be raised by taxes or by bor- 
rowing; and whether we take into account the strain that some of 
these enterprises place upon the credit of the Government of the 
United States. 

I have not seen any study which takes into account all of these 
factors which, I submit, the ones that I have just mentioned, are more 
important today than they ever have been. And I think that perhaps 
that is the reason the President, in his veto message, has used some of 
the terms to which the chairman has taken exception. But they are 
strong terms because of his very great concern, as I say, with the 
overall picture w hich involves the credit of the Government. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. May I say to Senator Bush that I fully agree 
with him as to the seriousness of our situation, but I think the Ameri- 

can people are entitled to be given the facts at all times. When we 
use such expressions in a veto message as “spending” and “comparable 
budget requirements ” or “comparable budget”—let me get the exact 
word— “comparable budget recommendations”—when a veto message 
talks about all of these tremendous expenditures without any sugges- 
tion that most of them are offset by receipts, well, I just do not think 
the public gets a true picture. Certainly we are ‘all concerned about 
the fiscal situation in the Government and want to see it soundly 
managed. 

Mr. Staats, maybe you can throw a little light on this? 

The message said it was inflationary. Who was responsible for 
that part of the message? Did that come from the Budget Bureau 
or from somebody else? 


Mr. Sraats. Mr. Chairman, may I say I assume this came from 
the White House. 
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Senator SparKMAN. You do not claim credit for it? I want to get 
hold of somebody who can give us an explanation. 

Mr. Sraars. I understand that you are going to hear the Federal 
Reserve Board. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. I may say Mr. Martin appeared before 
us in January sometime, and I think he gave us a very good statement 
at that time that made us believe it was not inflationary. But we are 
going to hear from Mr. Martin later. 

Mr. Staats. I think he would be the proper person. 

Senator Javits. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Javits? 

Senator Javits. I have already expressed my regret at this veto. 
I do regret it. I think our housing program represents a great asset 
to the country and do not feel it is inflationary. I will tell you quite 
frankly how I feel about this. I am going to give some facts and fig- 
ures on the biggest area where this housing money is used, New York, 
and I regret to say that I feel at least some of the facts in this veto 
message are just not accurate. 

I would like to ask you this question, however: From the budgetary 
point of view, is the effort, with which I thoroughly agree, to balance 
the budget, an effort the objective of which is the fiscal year 1960, or 
are we talking about balancing the budget for a long period in the 
future. If so, how long, from the point of view of the Budget Bu- 
reau ? 

Mr. Sraats. I would like to make this general point on this. We 
have learned one thing if we learned nothing else in the Budget, and 
that is that if you are going to achieve a balanced budget, you have to 
start several years, really, in advance, because more and more com- 
mitments in the budget are for several years. This is true in the mili- 
tary, this is true in agriculture, this is true in almost any of the fields 
that really represent big items in the budget. And you have got to 
make your plans for at least 3 to 5 years in advance if you are going 
to effectively have a controlled budget. 

I am not speaking about a balanced budget; I am speaking about 
achieving any budget policy. 

Now, in this respect I would call your attention to a report recently 
put out by the Committee for Economic Development, which has 
pointed out that in the next 10 years the governmental expenditures in 
the housing field are expected to increase from a range of $600 million 
to $1.3 billion over and above their present level. Now, this is the 
kind of forward-looking that has to be done on all programs if we are 
to achieve the policy which is going to meet the requirements of the 
Federal Government. 

Senator Javirs. Would you therefore say that the fair answer to 
my question is that the policy decision made on this veto was not made 
because of the $70 maillion ailentnay impact, even according to the 
administration estimates—the committee’s staff says it is only $23 mil- 
lion, but let us take the $70 million—it was not made on account of the 
$70 million budgetary impact of this bill on the 1960 budget, but was 
— upon its estimated effect upon budget for a span of years 
ahead ? 
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Mr. Staats. That is entirely the correct situation, as I understand it. | 


Senator Doveias. Mr. Chairman, may I follow up this point ? 
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Senator Javirs. I yield. 

Senator Doveras. Am I to understand that the Budget Bureau is 
afraid this might unbalance the budget for the year 2000 ? 

Mr. Sraats. I do not believe I made a statement about the year 2000. 

Senator Doveias. You mentioned programs running for 40 years, 
so I assume you must be concerned about the state of the budget in the 
year 2000, 40 years from now. 

Mr. Sraats. I think in many areas, Senator, perhaps this kind 
of forward-looking thinking would not be too bad. Take the veterans’ 
case, for example. Veterans’ legislation before the Congress now ac- 
tually is being considered in terms of the cost for the year 2000. 

Senator Ctark. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Seantor Cuark. Is it the chairman’s thought that we will release 
this witness ? 

Senator Sparkman. He is going to remain while the housing people 
are here. 

. Senator Crark. I would just like to make a very brief comment, if 
may. 

Mr. Staats, are you at liberty to tell us whether the Buerau of the 
Budget participated in the drafting of this veto message ? 

Mr. Staats. Senator, I really have to be very honest with you. This 
message was drafted in the White House. 

Senator CLark. And not by the Budget people ? 

Mr. Sraats. The Bureau of the Budget ordinarily does not draft 
messages of this type. 

Senator Crark. Was the advice of the Bureau of the Budget re- 
quested in connection with the drafting of the message ? 

Mr. Sraats. I would have to say to the best of my knowledge it 
was not. It may have been but not to my personal knowledge. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, I have a very high regard for the 
present witness who has appeared before me in other committees. I 
think he is quite clear that he is not an expert in this field at all, and 
I see no reason why he should be. I would make the comment that 
his chief, Mr. Stans, undertook to hit pretty hard at the housing bill 
before the Finance Committee the other day, and probably for very 
good reasons has run from the Banking and Currency Committee. 
But it occurs to me perhaps it would be well to have the gentleman 
from the Bureau of the Budget who himself made these comments 
about the veto message before us, before we adjourn. 

I quite agree with the chairman that Mr. Staats has done his best 
and has been quite candid, and I see no point in keeping him further. 
Tagree with the chairman. 

Senator SparKMAN. May I say this: I may have made this state- 
ment before Senator Clark came in. Mr. Stans talked with me on the 
telephone and explained to me he had a prior commitment before the 
House Ways and Means Committee this morning on Interstate High- 
way legislation. He said that Mr. Staats was coming up and if it was 
not sufficient, he would be glad to come later. It may be next 
week before he can. 

Senator Ciark. It may not be necessary, and I am not urging now 
that he should be brought before us. But I think we should have an 
opportunity to question him about his testimony on this bill before 
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the Finance Committee several weeks ago. I reserve the right to ask 
the chairman at a later date to ask him back. 

Senator Sparkman. I believe he made his comments before that 
committee at about the time the report of the conference committee 
was filed. 

Senator Crark. I was in the room at the time, when the Finance 
Committee tried to get a loophole bill approved without success, 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Douglas. 

Senator Doveras. I wonder if I could try to clear up one point. I 
have just seen, for the first time, S. 2378, which was introduced by our 
colleague, Senator Bush, from Connecticut, with Mr. Bennett and 
Mr. Dirksen. It was introduced on July 14. I find that there is an 
analysis of this in the material which the staff has presented. 

I would like to ask whether S. 2378 has had the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Sraars. I do not believe that it has been formally referred to 
the Bureau of the Budget, Senator Douglas. 

Senator Doveias. Thank you. 

Senator SparkMAN. Any further questions / 

Thank you very much, Mr. Staats. 

Next, we want Mr. Mason, the head of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, and the heads of his various constituent agencies 
to come around the table. 

Will the staff get some chairs, please, because there will be several 
of them. 

And Mr. Staats will please remain. 

Mr. Mason, would you first, for the benefit of the record, present 
your colleagues with the proper titles ? 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN F. MASON, ADMINISTRATOR, HOUSING 
AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY; AND PERE SEWARD, DEPUTY 
COMMISSIONER, COMMUNITY FACILITIES ADMINISTRATION; 
CHARLES E. SLUSSER, COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC HOUSING AD- 
MINISTRATION; DAVID M. WALKER, COMMISSIONER, URBAN 
RENEWAL ADMINISTRATION; JULIAN H. ZIMMERMAN, COMMIS- 
SIONER, FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION; J. STANLEY 
BAUGHMAN, PRESIDENT, FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSO- 
CIATION; AND LYMAN BROWNFIELD, GENERAL COUNSEL, HOUS- 
ING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


Mr. Mason. Senator, on my far right is the Deputy Commissioner 
of the Community Facilities Administration, Mr. Pere Seward. The 
Commissioner was away on an extended trip to Alaska, getting rid 
of some difficulty, we hope, up there; and we felt that Mr. Seward 
could probably answer the questions properly. 

Next to him is Mr. Slusser, who is the Commissioner of the Public 
Housing Administration. 

The next gentleman I shall particularly introduce to the committee 
because he is new to you and to this forum. This is Mr. David M. 
Walker, who is the new Commissioner of the Urban Renewal Admin- 
istration. He is not new to Urban Renewal since he was the head 
of our regional office in Philadelphia. 
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Sitting directly beside me is Mr. Zimmerman, who has appeared 
with me before as a representative of the Federal Housing Adminis- 
tration. 

On my left is Mr. Baughman, who is an oldtimer to this group, the 
President of the Federal National Mortgage Association; and at my 
immediate left is the General Counsel of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, Mr. Lyman Brownfield. 

Mr. Brownfield is new, I am sure, to some members of this com- 
mittee. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mason. 

As I understand, you are making a statement and presenting ex- 
hibits for the record; and then all of you will be available for ques- 
tioning. 

Is that the idea ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, I have a short statement in ac- 
cordance with your staff’s suggestion. I also have a complete résumé 
of the different points between the different bills, which I thought 
would be helpful, and which your staff thought would be helpful, and 
we are certainly available to answer any questions at all. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question. 

Does the comparative analysis that we have under the title “Agenda” 
reflect what is in the long memorandum ¢ 

Senator SPARKMAN. We will get to that. That long memorandum 
is Mr. Mason’s. 

Senator Busu. I wondered if that had been submitted in advance 
and was incorporated in this agenda ¢ 

Senator SpaARKMAN. Let us be sure that we are correct. We will 
get to this comparative study in the course of the presentation by these 
gentlemen. 

This was prepared by the staff of this subcommittee with the help, 
as I seb Ba of staff members from the Agency; and it has been 
made available to Mr. Mason and to the various members; is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Mason. That is correct, Senator Sparkman. We have all 
looked at our parts of it, and we have the answers, we hope, or at least 
what we think are the answers to the differences that occur there. 

Senator Doucias. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness if he will 
say whether or not this analysis is substantially accurate with regard 
to the contents of the various bills and existing laws? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Douglas, the paper you are holding in your 
hands which was prepared by the committee staff and our staff mem- 
bers, we believe to be substantially accurate. We have done it quickly, 
of course, and there could be things that are not correct, but we be- 
lieve that it is correct. 

And let me say that your staff and our staff really got this out in 
a great hurry, so that we would have more time to get the answers 
for you. 

_ Senator Sparkman. May I say that in the process of the question- 
ing, I hope that we may take it up item by item. 

I do not think it will take as much time as you might think, because 
somany of them are identical. 
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Let me suggest that Mr. Mason give his entire statement before 
questioning. 1f any questions suggest themselves to you, as you go 
along, make a note of them, but let him complete the statement. 

Senator Dovueias. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to interrupt again, but 
in order that we may have a completely clear outline of the issues in- 
volved, would it be possible for you to ask the witness if the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency has approved S. 2378 introduced by Messrs. 
Bush, Bennett, and Dirksen ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Douglas, S. 2378 was prepared for Mr. Bush 
and others by our staff at his request. 

Senator Dovaias. And does it meet with your approval then? 

Mr. Mason. It has most items in it that we approve. There are 
very, very few items that might be subject to some debate. But the 
number is very small. It would not be more than three or four items. 

Senator Doveuas. This can be called the administration bill? 

Mr. Mason. It is not the administration bill, Mr. Douglas. I think 
Mr. Staats indicated that the Budget Bureau had not approved this. 

Senator Dovexas. Then it is a Housing and Home Finance Agency 
bill? 

Mr. Mason. No, this isa bill of the Senators. 

Senator Busu. This is the Bush-Bennett-Dirksen bill, you see. 

Senator Dovexias. I was trying to see whether the parents are 
going to sponsor the child or not, you see. 

Senator Busu. The parents are trying to claim the child here. 

Senator SparkMAN. I think perhaps this would be a fair state- 
ment, that the bill was prepared by the staff of the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, but all formalities necessary in making it an 
administration bill have not yet been complied with in that it has not 
been submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for clearance. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Mason. I think that is correct, Mr. Sparkman, and perhaps 
I may say that we were the midwife in this case. 

Senator Ciark. Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, another way to say it is 
that the child will shortly be made honest. 

Senator Sparkman. I think we can proceed with that, Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Mason. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to furnish any assistance I 


can in your consideration of the President’s message disapproving 


S. 57 and your further consideration of housing legislation. 
In accordance with the committee’s suggestion, I have prepared a 


written statement for insertion in the record which goes into much | 


greater detail. 

We at the Housing Agency wish to cooperate in every way to assist 
this committee in its work of preparing the best possible housing 
legislation for the American people. This has been my guiding prin- 


ciple in preparing information and data for use by your committee. f 


I believe it is in accord with the practice I have followed in assistin 
the committee and its staff during the various stages of S. 57 an 
related housing bills. During the consideration of S. 57 by the House 


and Senate conference committee, the staff of our Agency worked | 
with the staff of the committee to advise them of the administration [ 


position on each detailed item on the conference agenda. 
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Admittedly, we are now confronted with disagreement on some 
crucial issues. Quite naturally, less attention has been given to the 
broad areas where issues have already been resolved. A glance 
through your agenda reflects the many items in agreement. More 
important, I believe, is another kind of agreement—our common ob- 
jective of providing adequate homes and neighborhoods for all 
Americans. Because this common objective does exist, I am hopeful 
that housing legislation can be enacted soon. 

I would like to comment very briefly on some of the major issues: 


FHA MORTGAGE INSURANCE AUTHORIZATION 


First, FHA mortgage insurance authorization: it is a recommen- 
dation of the Administration that the dollar ceiling be removed from 
the FHA general mortgage insurance authorization. We firmly 
believe this to be desirable as a means of avoiding the confusion and 
uncertainty which occur from time to time in the whole building 
industry as the result of operating under the ceiling. The ceiling 
is unnecessary to periodic review of, and control over, the program 
by the Congress. As a practical matter, the congressional controls 
of mortgage insurance operations are determined mainly by statutory 
provisions such as mortgage ratio, interest rate, and maturity of 
insured mortgages, and FNMA support for those mortgages. As 
you know, these provisions receive almost constant scrutiny from the 
Congress. The current situation regarding this authorization, involv- 
ing the ever-present. possibility that the program will temporarily 
come to a halt, is the best example I can give of the reason for our 
proposal. 

However, we certainly do not contend that the removal of the 
dollar ceiling is essential to good or acceptable housing legislation. 
We have lived with the present kind of insurance limitation for many 
years and can continue to do so even with the disadvantage of occa- 
sional disruption of the program. If an insurance ceiling is to be 
maintained, we believe that it is essential to provide for the increased 
amounts proposed in S. 57 and also in S. 2378 introduced by Senator 
Bush for himself and for Senators Bennett and Dirksen. 


FNMA PAR PURCHASE 


The Administration has consistently opposed requirements for com- 
pulsory par purchase of special assistance program mortgages. 

We believe that special assistance programs were provided for by 
the Congress so that private funds could be encouraged to enter new 
markets as the result of demonstrated experience in these new and 
untried fields of investment. 

We agree with many of the proponents of compulsory par purchase 
that it is desirable that these new markets be developed at a par 
price—but money markets do fluctuate and after the value of a cer- 
tain type of mortgage note has been demonstrated it should be pos- 
sible to get this into the normal market if we don’t impose rigid 
barriers. 

Since the expiration of the par purchase requirement last year, 
FNMA has fixed and adjusted its prices for the purchase of mort- 
gages in this program high enough to permit the desired financing 
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to go forward, but not so high that private funds are being driven 
away from the particular types of mortgages involved. There has 
not been any substantial objection to the fairness and effectiveness 
of the present practice. The present program seems to be working 
very well. 

HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY—DIRECT LOANS 


As the committee is aware, the Administration is keenly interested 
in the problem of housing for the elderly. The relatively new FHA 
mortgage insurance and FNMA special assistance programs for this 
housing have now passed through the shakedown period and have 
begun to produce encouraging results. 

A provision which origin: nated last year in your committee and 
which is common to S. 57, S. 612, and §. 2378 seeks to accelerate the 
FHA mortgage insurance program by extending it to include profit- 
sdilivadnd rental housing for “the elderly. By this means we hope 
to attract the tremendous ¢: apacity of private enterprise into this - 

On the other hand, I fear that the direct loan provision in S. 
for elderly housing would provide less housing than the present ae 
gram is now producing, because it would drive privately financed 
housing out of the program. Such direct loans would put Govern- 
ment in a lending field where we see great promise of the private 
lending industry taking over, . especially with the more realistic interest 
rate ceilings provided byS .5Tand S. 2378. 


URBAN RENEWAL GRANT AUTHORIZATION 


There is a difference of opinion between the Congress and the 
administration on the amount of new capital grant authorization 
that should be provided for the urban renewal program. 

The administration originally recommended $100 million for the 
balance of 1959—and $250 mee a year for 3 years and then $200 
million a year for 3 years. S. 2378 suggests $350 million for 1960 
and $250 million for 1961. “This too would be acc eptable to the 
administration although it would naturally prefer a longer program 
as this committee also suggested. Determining the particular amount 
which is in the best interests of the Nation is obviously a matter of 
peers but in arriving at its recommendation the administration 
1as taken into consideration the relationship of the program to other 
demands on the Federal budget. 

The administration does not question that communities could apply 
for capital grant reservations in an amount exceeding the ine reased 
authorization recommended. As you know, a capital grant reserv 
tion is made when the locality begins the detailed planning ofa proj- 
ect, and Federal funds are properly available for this planning phase. 

A sound fiscal position cannot always permit the Government to 
provide all the funds that localities may want. There would be avail- 
able approximately $400 million in capital grant reservations in fiscal 
1960, because an estimated $50 million will be recaptured from exist- 
ing reservations in the normal course of events. 

‘As indicated in the President's message disapproving S. 57, the 
administration strongly recommends against a provision in the bill 
which would require the Agency to accept applications on first-come, 
first-served basis. It would be quite possible for a few cities, only 
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eight in the whole country, by quickly submitting applications for 
large projects, to obtain virtually all of the available authorization. 
In the same fashion one or two cities could take a whole State’s allot- 
ment. If the requests for funds outrun the available supply, the 
Administrator would be unable to protect the interest of cities that 
may be in urgent need of assistance, but whose applications are not 
near the top of the list. 

We believe that there was an intent to prevent any reduction in 
the funds for, or the size of, a particular urban renewal project 
except on the basis of relative need and fe: asibility. A provision in 
S. 2378 contains language which would appear to carry out this idea 
and the administration would find this satisfactory. 


PUBLIC HOUSING 


Without any new statutory authorization, there are presently under 
annual contributions contract 101,600 units of low-cost public housing 
which are not yet under construction. This compares with approxi- 
mately 230,000 units which have been constructed under the Housing 
Act of 1949 since the inception of that program. 

Recent experience indicates an annual rate of public housing con- 
struction starts of approximately 20,000 units. At this rate, we have 
approximately a 5-year’s supply of unused public housing authoriza- 
tions under annual contributions contract. 

In considering the need for additional public housing units in con- 
nection with the urban renewal program, there is an occupancy turn- 
over in public housing in excess of 100,000 units a year. As an overall 
figure this exceeds the number of public housing units needed to care 
for displacees who are eligible for and desire to occupy public hous- 
ing. There are, of course, urban renewal projects in some cities which 
do not have public housing, but experience so far has not indicated 
that the lack of public housing i is a serious handicap to relocation in 
those cities. 

With respect to expenditures for public housing as well as for 
other programs under S. 57, our concern has been primarily with the 
total commitments authorized, rather than the amount to be spent in 
any particular year. These commitments represent the true cost of 
the legislation. In the case of public housing, the commitments are 
in the form of annual contributions contracts. Although these com- 
mitments do not constitute “new obligational authority” until appro- 
priations are made, this is not a distinction with substance. As a 
practical matter, the Congress would surely appropriate funds in 
accordance with the commitment for which the full faith and credit 
of the United States is pledged. 

We have estimated that the 45,000 additional units of public hous- 
ing authorized in S. 57 would obligate about $875 million. This ex- 
cludes, of course, the 145,000 units authorized only with the Presi- 
dent’s approval. The $875 million figure represents a conservative 
estimate, based on experience under the present program. The maxi- 
mum Government liability under the contracts is almost 20 percent 
greater. The estimate is ‘based on a development cost figure of $13,- 
600 per unit. This is generally recognized, I believe, to be a con- 

servative figure, since current costs are running at about $14,000 per 
unit. 
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An important loss of income to the Federal Government not in- 
cluded in our estimates occurs because of the tax-exempt status of the 
public housing bonds issued by local agencies. 

We do not contend that there are no communities that would move 
ahead with public housing under a new authorization, or that all such 
localities have a backlog of unused authorization. However, it is our 
judgment. that, on the basis of all the factors I have mentioned, it is 
not in the best interest of the Nation to increase the public housing 
authorization this year. 


COLLEGE HOUSING LOAN AUTHORIZATION 


The administration recommended an increase of $200 million in the 
college housing loan authorization for use in fiscal 1959, which is 
adequate to cover the backlog of applications. For use after fiscal 
1959, the administration recommended a new program of guaranteed 
loans and debt service payments to be administered in the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. Legislation to carry out 
this program, S. 1017, is pending in the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. Accordingly, the administration recommends an 
increase of only $200 million in the college housing loan authorization 
to make funds available pending enactment of the new program or 
other legislation for the same purpose. As of now, applications for 
loans total $194 million. On the basis of experience, this represents 
an effective demand of about $175 million. 

I have been authorized to advise that most of the provisions of 
S. 2378, introduced by enna Bush, would be acceptable to the 
administration. Of course, I do not mean to imply that other measures 
would not also be acceptable or that improvements cannot be made 
in 8. 2378. As your agenda indicates, that bill contains almost all 
of the administration proposals which were included in S. 57, includ- 
ing a number of urban renewal provisions designed to assist localities. 
It includes many other provisions the administration recommended 
against, but is willing to accept in a compromise measure. Also, S. 
2378 omits several major proposals of the administration which were 
not in S. 57. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. 

I have here the further comments on the numbered items in the 
agenda, which I would ask to have inserted in the record or considered 
at your pleasure. 

As you know, we have the other members here, and we are prepared 
to attempt to answer your questions. 

Senator SPAaRKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mason. 

Without objection, we will have the addendum printed as a part 
of the record. I think it will be very good coming after your state- 
ment, because it takes it up item by item. 

(The addendum referred to follows :) 


HovusiInG AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY COMMENTS ON NUMBERED ITEMS IN AGENDA 
oF SENATE COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY RELATING TO HousING ACT 
OF 1959 (S. 57, S. 612, S. 2378, 86TH ConaREss)?* 


PART I. FHA INSURANCE PROGRAMS 


1. FHA home repair program—Time extension and insurance ceiling.—Ad- 
ministration proposal in 8. 612 would remove terminal date and dollar limitation 


1S. 57 refers to bill as it passed the Congress. 
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on insurance authorization. Both S. 57 and S. 2378 provide limited extensions— 
8S. 57 to October 1960 and 8S. 2378 to October 1961. Administration prefers 
S. 612 provision in order to maintain stable program in future, but no objection 
is made to limited extension (with longer extension being preferred) or to the 
present statutory dollar ceiling. 

2. Section 208 sales housing—Mortgage ceilings Administration proposal in 
S. 612 would increase maximum insurable mortgage amounts for one- and two- 
family properties from $20,000 to $25,000. S. 57 raised the one-family limit to 
$22,500, but adopted $25,000 two-family limit. The administration recommen- 
dation to increase both the one- and two-family limits to $25,00 is justified be- 
cause of the fact that almost one-fifth of the new homes in metropolitan areas 
are priced too high for the present one- and two-family limit of $20,000 to 
furnish a practical financing pattern for today’s new construction program. 
The S. 57 increase from $20,000 to $22,500 with respect to one-family properties 
was not, in our opinion, a large enough increase to meet present-day problems, 
particularly the needs of large families in higher cost areas. S. 2378 is same as 
S. 612. 

3. Downpayment reduction.—Administration has recommended against provi- 
sion in S. 57 at this time in view of current high volume of construction activity. 

4. VA construction inspections accepted by FHA.— Administration has no ob- 
jection to provision in 8S. 57. 

5. FHA regular sales housing—Increased maturities.—Administration recom- 
mends against provision in S. 57. Increase in maximum FHA section 203 ma- 
turities from 30 years to 35 years is not necessary, and would be unduly infla- 
tionary in view of current high volume of construction. 

6. FHA mortgage on trade-in house—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Adopted in S. 57. 

7. Low cost housing in outlying areas—Mortgage ceiling Administration has 
recommended against S. 57 provision to increase section 203(i) mortgage ceil- 
ing for low cost housing as not necessary in order to obtain the housing. How- 
ever, administration accepts provision as part of otherwise acceptable legislation. 

8. Low cost housing in outlying areas—Evisting dwellings eligible —Adminis- 
tration has no objection to provision in S. 57 to make existing dwellings eligible 
for section 203(i) mortgage insurance. 

9. Low cost housing in outlying areas—Removal of insurance ceiling.—Admin- 
istration proposal in 8.612. Adopted in 8S. 57. 

10. Regular rental housing—Mortgage ceiling per project—Administration 
has no objection to increased ceiling in S. 57. 

11. Regular rental housing—Mortgage ceilings per unit and per room.—Ad- 
ministration has recommended against provision in §. 57 to increase the per unit 
and per room mortgage ceilings for FHA’s regular rental housing program. 
Administration believes that present statutory limits are adequate under present 
cost conditions, but accepts provision as part of otherwise acceptable legislation. 

12. Trailer courts—Mazimum mortgage amounts per mortgage and per space.— 
Administration has recommended against provision in 8. 57 to increase mortgage 
ceiling per trailer court and per trailer space as being unnecessary, but accepts 
provision as part of otherwise acceptable legislation. 

13. Regular rental housing—Mazimum interest rate—Administration favors 
increase in maximum interest rate now fixed by statute at 41%4 percent. Provi- 
sion in S. 57 to increase statutory maximum to 514 percent is desirable, but 
514-percent ceiling proposed in S. 612 and S. 2378 is preferred to permit future 
flexibility. 

14. Defaulted mortgages—FHA service charge.—Administration recommended 
provision in S. 612 to permit FHA service charges, in lieu of the insurance 
premiums, in connection with defaulted mortgages assigned to the FHA. Pro- 
vision adopted in S. 57. 

15. Elderly housing—Mortgage insurance.—Administration recommended pro- 
visions in 8S. 612 with respect to mortgage insurance on rental housing for the 
elderly. Similar provisions in S. 57 are acceptable. Law governing nonprofit 
projects would be modified and profit-motivated projects would be made eligible. 

16. Cooperative housing—Mortgage ceiling per project——Administration has 
no objection to provision in S. 57 to increase the mortgage ceiling per project. 

17. Cooperative housing—Mortgage ceilings per unit and per room.—Adminis- 
tration has recommended against provision in S. 57 to increase the per unit and 
per room mortgage ceilings for FHA’s cooperative housing program. Adminis- 
tration believes that present statutory limits are adequate under present cost 
conditions, but accepts provision as part of otherwise acceptable legislation. 
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18. Cooperative housing—Loan ratio—Administration has recommended 
against provision in S. 57 to increase to 97 percent the loan-to-replacement cost 
ratio for cooperative housing mortgages. Administration believes present down- 
payment requirements to be reasonable, but accepts provision as part of other- 
wise acceptable legislation. 

19. Cooperative housing—Community and commercial facilities covered by 
mortgage.—Administration recommended S. 612 provisions and recommended 
against differing provisions in S. 57, but accepts S. 57 provisions as part of other- 
wise acceptable legislation. 

S. 612 would include community and commercial facilities in investor-spon- 
sored, management-type, cooperative housing mortgages. S. 57 and S. 2378 
would do the same, but would also include community facilities in mortgages 
on sales-type cooperative housing projects. The administration objection was 
based on the belief that this would constitute an unduly preferential treatment 
for section 213 sales housing as compared with other FHA sales housing. 

20. Cooperative housing—Marimum interest rates—Administration recom- 
mended increase in statutory maximum interest rate on management-type coop- 
erative housing from 414 percent to 5% percent and on sales-type cooperative 
housing from 5 percent to 6 percent. Provisions in §8. 57 for increases to 54 
percent and 5%, percent, respectively, are desirable, but the increases of 1 per- 
cent proposed in S. 612 and S. 2378 are preferred to permit future flexibility. 

21. Cooperative housing—Evisting structures made eligible for mortgage in- 
surance.—Administration has recommended against provision in S. 57, but ac- 
cepts provision as part of otherwise acceptable legislation. This provision 
would permit existing structures being purchased by a management-type coop- 
erative to be insured under section 213 even though rehabilitation is not involved. 
Administration objections were based on availability of liberal section 213 mort- 
gage insurance terms and liberal FNMA special assistance terms in cases where 
no new or improved housing is being provided and on possibility that the seller 
and the cooperative purchasers would benefit largely at the expense of tenants 
in the existing housing who do not wish to join the cooperative. 

99 Alaska, Guam, and Hawaii—Higher mortgage amounts.—Administration 
recommended provision in 8. 612 and 8S. 57 to make it clear that the 50 percent 
mortgage amount differential for Alaska, Guam, and Hawaii could be added 
after allowing the statutory increases available for high-cost areas generally. 

23. FHA general mortgage insurance authorization.—Administration recom- 
mended S. 612 provision to eliminate general mortgage insurance ceiling, but 
considers provisions in S. 57 and 8. 2378 as acceptable, except that the S. 57 pro- 
vision contains a date reference which is now obsolete. S. 57 would have pro- 
vided for an additional $5 billion to be used before July 1, 1959, and would have 
then established the insurance authorization at an amount equal to insurance 
and commitments outstanding on July 1, 1959, plus $5 billion. 8S. 2378 provision 
is the same except that the obsolete July 1, 1959, date is changed to September 1, 
1959. 

24. Repeal of obsolete provision. Administration recommended this technical 
provision in S. 612, and it was adopted in S. 57. 

25. Sales housing in urban renewal areas—Mortgage ceilings —Administration 
proposal in S. 612 would increase maximum insurable mortgage amounts for one 
and two-family properties from $20,000 to $25,000 and (because of the variety of 
classes of properties found in urban renewal areas) would eliminate statutory 
limitation for 3- to 11-unit properties. S. 57 would raise the one-family limit to 
$22,500; adopt the $25,000 two-family limit; increase the three-family limit from 
$27,500 to $30,000, and make no change in the present statutory limitation of 
$35,000 for a four-family house and $7,000 for each unit in excess of four. The 
administration recommendation to increase both the one- and two-family limita- 

tion to $25,000 is justified because almost one-fifth of the new homes in metro- 
politan areas are priced too high for the present $20,000 ceiling, and this is 
particularly true with respect to homes suitable for larger families in higher cost 
areas. S. 2378 adopted the S. 612 $25,000 ceiling for one-family houses but 
follows S. 57 in raising the three-family limit and in leaving unchanged the 
present statutory ceilings governing properties containing 4 to 11 units. The 
administration prefers S. 612 provision, but considers S. 2378 acceptable. 

26. Sales housing in urban renewal areas—Downpayment reduction.—Admin- 
istration has recommended against provision in S. 57 at this time in view of 
current high volume of construction activity. 
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27. Sales housing in urban renewal areas—Mortgage on trade-in house.— 
Administration proposed provision in S. 612, and it was adopted in S. 57. 

28. Rental housing in urban renewal areas—Mortgage ceiling per project— 
Administration has no objection to increased ceiling in S. 57. 

29. Rental housing in urban renewal areas—Mortgage ceilings per unit and per 
room.—Administration has recommended against provision in S. 57 to increase 
the per unit and per room mortgage ceilings for rental housing in urban renewal 
areas. Administration believes that present statutory limits are adequate under 
present cost conditions, but accepts provision as part of otherwise acceptable 
legislation. 

30. Rental housing in urban renewal areas—Ezterior land improvements.— 
The administration recommended provision in S. 612 to permit cost of exterior 
land improvements approved by FHA to be included in mortgage without regard 
to the statutory per unit and per room mortgage limitations. Adopted in S. 57. 

31. Rental housing in urban renewal areas—Inclusion of nondwelling facil- 
ities —The administration recommended provision in S. 612 to permit inclusion 
in the mortgage of nondwelling facilities which FHA deems adequate to serve 
occupants of the property and other housing in the neighborhood. Adopted in 
S. 57. 

32. Occupancy eligibility for urban renewal relocation housing.—The adminis- 
tration has no objection to the provision in 8. 57 to extend section 221 eligibility 
to families displaced by governmental action where the displacement is within 
the environs of a community that has a workable program. Under present law, 
the displacement must be within a community having a workable program. 

33. Relocation sales housing—Per unit mortgage ceilings—The administra- 
tion recommended the provision in S. 612 to increase the section 221 sales hous- 
ing mortgage limit for high-cost areas from $10,000 to $12,000, but recommends 
against a further provision added in S. 57 to raise mortgage ceilings for normal- 
cost areas from $9,000 to $10,000. The S. 2378 provision is the same as the 
administration-sponsored S. 612 provision. 

The administration supports the increase for high-cost areas because other- 
wise cost levels prevent construction. The proposed increase in normal-cost 
areas is not only unnecessary since the present ceiling is working well, but is 
undesirable because the increase would tend to remove the incentive for 
providing needed, low-cost housing. 

34. Relocation sales housing—two-, three-, and four-family dwellings made 
eligible—The administration recommends against the provision in S. 57 to 
make two-, three-, and four-family units eligible under the section 221 sales 
housing program. Under this provision, a four-family house costing over $35,000 
could be purchased with a downpayment of only $800. Very liberal FHA mort- 
gage insurance terms and very liberal FNMA special assistance terms would 
make this purchase possible. Yet it would be very difficult, as a practical 
matter, to enforce any requirement that excess units in the scattered properties 
be rented to eligible families. 

35. Relocation rental housing—Profit-making sponsors.—The administration 
recommended the provision in 8S. 612 to permit profit-motivated sponsors to par- 
ticipate in the section 221 rental housing program. Similar provisions in 8. 
57 are acceptable. 

36. Relocation rental housing—Per unit mortgage ceilings—The administra- 
tion recommended the provision in S. 612 to increase the section 221 per unit 
mortgage limit for rental housing in high-cost areas from $10,000 to $12,000. 
The administration recommends against a further provision added in 8. 57 to 
raise the per unit mortgage ceiling for normal-cost areas from $9,000 to $10,000. 
The S. 2378 provision is the same as the administration-sponsored 8. 612 pro- 
vision. 

The administration supports the increase for high-cost areas because other- 
wise cost levels prevent construction. The proposed increase in normal-cost 
areas is not only unnecessary since the present ceiling is working well, but is un- 
desirable because the increase would tend to remove the incentive for providing 
needed, low-cost housing. 

37. Relocation rental housing, loan ratios—(a) The administration recom- 
mended the provision in S. 612 that nonprofit mortgagors receive loans equal to 
100 percent of replacement cost, rather than of value, in the case of new con- 
struction. §S. 57 adopted a similar provision. (0) The administration recom- 
mended that profit-making mortgagors receive maximum mortgage loans in the 
case of new construction equal to 100 percent of replacement cost, excluding 
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profit and general overhead, and in the case of rehabilitated structures, equal 
to 90 percent of value. The S. 57 provision would provide that for new con- 
struction profit-making mortgagors could receive a maximum mortgage equal 
to 90 percent of replacement cost, including profit and general overhead. A\l- 
though the administration prefers the S. 612 formula because of its greater 
simplicity, very little difference would result in mortgage amounts under the 
two provisions, and the 8. 57 provision is acceptable. 

38. Relocation rental housing, prevailing wages.—The adininistration recom- 
mended the provision in S. 612 to apply the prevailing wage reauirement to sec- 
tion 221 profit-motivated rental housing. Adopted in S. 57. 

39. Servicemen’s sales housing.—The administration has no objection to the 
provisions in 8. 57 which (a@) would increase the section 222 maximum mortgage 
amount from $17,100 to $20,000 and (6b) would permit low-cost housing in out- 
lying areas meeting the standards of section 203(i) to be insured under section 
222, thereby permitting the Department of Defense to pay the FHA insurance 
premium where the mortgagor is an eligible serviceman. 

40. Technical amendments.—The administration recommended technical 
amendments in S. 612 to make cost certification requirements applicable to the 
several new FHA rental housing programs proposed elsewhere in the bill. 
Adopted in 8. 57. 

41. Voluntary termination of FHA insurance.—The administration recom- 
mended provision in S. 612 to permit FHA insurance to be terminated upon 
agreement between the mortgagor and mortgagee without necessity of paying 
off mortgage. Adopted in S. 57 with respect to home mortgages. 

42. Avoidance of foreclosure.—(a) The administration recommends against 
the provision in 8. 57 under which the FHA would acquire defaulted sales hous- 
ing mortgages in return for debentures in order to help avoid foreclosure. The 
administration’s objection is based on conviction that local lenders are in a 
better position to work with homeowners in attempting to cure default, and 
that this task should not be shifted to FHA. 

(b) The administration has recommended against another provision in 8. 57 
intended to help avoid foreclosure, but accepts second provision as part of other- 
wise acceptable legislation. This other provision, which is included in S. 2378, 
would authorize the FHA, in effect, to insure the mortgagee against loss of 
interest in those cases where the mortgagee, with FHA consent, postponed 
foreclosure in order to give the mortgagor an opportunity to cure the delinquency. 

43. Mortgage insurance for nursing homes.—The administration recommended 
an FHA mortgage insurance program for proprietary nursing homes. Pro- 
visions in S. 57 which would authorize a substantially similar program are 
acceptable. 

44. Technical amendments.—The administration recommended provisions in 
S. 612 which would make cross references among several sections of the Na- 
tional Housing Act which are necessary in order to permit consistency in FHA 
operations relating to mortgage defaults in its several sales housing programs. 
Adopted in 8. 57. 

45. Inclusion of certain costs in FHA Insurance debentures.—The adminis- 
tration recommended provision in S. 612 to permit FHA to include in sales 
housing insurance debentures the mortgagee’s costs of acquiring property and 
conveying title tothe FHA. Adopted in 8. 57. 

46. Yield insurance, separate insurance authorization ceiling.—Administra- 
tion recommended provision in S. 612 to remove this separate ceiling. Adopted 
in S. 57. 

47. Technical amendments.—The administration recommended provision in 
S. 612 to permit certain legal notification to be made by mail to the last known 
address of the person or firm being notified. Adopted in 8. 57. 


PART II. HOUSING FOR ELDERLY 


48. Housing for the elderly, new FHA program.—Admninistration proposes new 
FHA mortgage insurance program for the elderly as provided in S. 612. S. 57 
provides similar program with some objectionable features. Administration 
accepts S. 57 provisions as part of otherwise acceptable legislation. 

Objectionable features in S. 57 provision are (1) excessive mortgage ceilings 
(S. 612 would retain sec. 207 amounts), (2) excessive mortgage ratio, from 
90 to 100 percent of replacement cost, and (3) the provision which would permit 
only approximately 50 percent of a project to be designed for nonelderly 
occupants. 
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49. Housing for the elderly, new direct loan program.—Adwinistration opposes 
direct lending program for elderly persons housing in S. 57. Reasons for the 
position are contained in prepared oral statement of Housing Administrator 
accompanying these comments. 


PART III, FNMA 


O. $20,000 mortgage ceiling for FNMA’s secondary market.—Administration 
proposal in S. 612. Adopted in S. 57. Would increase to $20,000, for each 
dwelling unit, the ceiling on mortgages purchased by FNMA under its privately 
financed secondary market operations. (See No. 51 with respect to the addi- 
tion of sec. 220 (urban renewal) mortgages to the category that are exempt 
from the ceiling.) 

O1. $17,500 ceiling under FNMA’s special assistance function, exemption of 
section 220 mortgages from ceilings Administration opposes provision in 8. 57, 
but would accept substitute in S. 2378. 

S. 57 would increase (from $15,000) to $17,500, for each dwelling unit, the 
ceiling on mortgages purchased by FNMA under the Government-financed spe- 
cial assistance functions. Section 220 urban renewal mortgages would be ex- 
empted from ceilings. 

The substitute provision in S. 2378 would not exempt section 220 mortgages 
from the statutory ceilings. If the amounts of such mortgages exceed the 
applicable ceilings, the mortgages can in all likelihood qualify for non-FNMA 
financing. 

d2. Existing housing, FNMA commitments.—Administration objects to pro- 
vision in 8. 57, but would accept provision in otherwise acceptable legislation. 
Provision would make FNMA advance commitments in secondary market appli- 
cable for the financing of existing housing. The much greater financing require- 
ments of the larger field of existing housing, as contrasted to new housing, 
could, if not controlled, deplete the supply of funds available for commitments. 

538. FNMA par purchase requirement reinstated, special assistance —Adminis- 
tration opposes provision in S. 57. Would reestablish arbitrary par purchase 
prices for all special-assistance mortgages, wholly without regard to interest 
rates or the prices these mortgages command in the general secondary mortgage 
market. Such a provision, instead of stimulating private investment, would 
drive private credit from areas where it is urgently needed. 

Private institutional investors and other investors in a position to make avail- 
able either mortgage credit cr other types of credit will not prefer the mortgage 
tield whenever mortgage investments are not reasonably competitive with other 
types of investments. By the establishment of mandatory and inflexible par 
purchase prices supported by Treasury funds, the Federal Government tends 
strongly to preempt that part of the mortgage market covering the special- 
assistance types of mortgages. In consequence, the Government, in its endeavor 
to be helpful to special types of home purchasers, is unwittingly reducing the 
total credit actually available for these special types of home purchasers. The 
great preponderance of mortgage money in this country has always come from 
private sources. In the long run substantially more financing will be available 
for the special assistance types of mortgages if private lenders are encouraged 
to invest in and become familiar with these mortgages. 

54. Reduction of FNMA charges or fees, special assistance—Administration 
opposes provision in S. 57. Would further reduce FNMA fees and charges in 
connection with purchases of special-assistance mortgages. 

Under these proposed inflexible provisions, the maximum commitment fee 
could not exceed one-fourth of 1 percent. The usual rate for comparable com- 
mitments issued by private institutions is 1 percent. These provisions would 
make it practically impossible for private financial institutions to compete with 
FNMA in financing the types of housing eligible for FNMA’s Government- 
financed special assistance. A commitment is a valuable contract. During the 
entire commitment period all others are precluded from making use of the com- 
mitted funds. This proposal would be self-defeating because there can be little 
doubt that in the long run more funds would be available for mortgages eligible 
for special assistance if FNMA’s fees and charges could be such that private 
investors would be encouraged to become familiar with and invest in such 
mortgages. S. 57 would result in a needless burden on the Treasury. 

55. Special assistance for cooperatives.—Administration opposes provision in 
S. 57. Would provide additional $37.5 million for special assistance to section 
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213 mortgages covering cooperative housing, with reservations of $25 million for 
consumer cooperatives and $12.5 million for builder-sponsor cooperatives. 

Proposal is not needed by true consumer coperative housing. As long ago as 
July 1957 the Congress provided $50 million of the existing $200 million authori- 
zation should be available solely for mortgages on such consumer cooperatives. 
Of this amount more than $26 million remains unused. Therefore, additional 
authorization is not needed at this time for consumer cooperatives. 

No special stautory authorization for FNMA special assistance should be pro- 
vided for builder-sponsors of sales-type section 213 housing. Any such housing 
built in urban renewal areas or otherwise qualifying for FNMA special assistance 
could receive it under other authorizations. 

56. Short-term loans by FNMA.—Administration opposes provision in §. 57. 
Would provide facilities under FNMA’s privately financed secondary market 
operations, for making short-term loans on the security of FHA or VA mortgages. 

This proposed loan program is not needed. Lending operations of the proposed 
type have been adequately handled by private banking institutions. The intru- 
sion of a Government-inanaged operation into this field of private enterprise is 
not justified. In addition, FNMA already has a procedure available as part 
of its regular secondary market operations by which a mortgagee can, in effect, 
borrow money on the security of mortgages. Under this procedure the mortgages 
are sold to FNMA and the mortgagee receives an option contract that gives him a 
contractual right to repurchase the same mortgages, at the same price they 
were sold to FNMA, at any time during the following 9 months. 

57. Investment of excess funds.—Administration proposal in S. 612. Adopted 
in S.57. Would authorize FNMA to invest in obligations of the United States or 
guaranteed thereby, or in obligations which are lawful investments for fiduciary, 
trust, or public funds. Investments are now restricted to Government and Gov- 
ernment-guaranteed obligations. 

58. Transfer of mortgages to FNMA.—Administration proposal in §S. 612. 
Adopted in 8. 57. Would authorize FNMA to assume ownership, servicing, and 
sale of certain mortgages and other obligations acquired or to be acquired by 
any of the constituent agencies of the Housing and Home Finance Ageney in 
connection with the liquidation of Government housing programs. 





PART IV. URBAN RENEWAL 


59. Statewide urban renewal agencies.—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Adopted in S. 57. 

60. Removal of technical question of long-term urban renewal financing.— 
Administration proposal in S. 612. Adopted in S. 57. It would remove any 
doubt whether the Federal commitment to make a definitive urban renewal loan 
covers the interest as well as the principal, thus removing a possible obstacle to 
borrowing in the private market. 

61. Early acquisition of property in urban renewal area.—Administration op 
posed provision in S. 57, but would accept substitute in S. 2378. S. 57 would 
permit local public agencies to acquire project land with Federal loan funds be- 
fore the governing body of the locality has approved an urban renewal plan for 
the project. Our objection was made on the following grounds: (1) There would 
be no assurance that the project would be executed, so that the Federal loan 
would be repaid; and (2) local public agencies would be permitted to acquire 
private property, possibly through eminent domain, before a sound plan for the 
reuse of that property has been adopted. 

We are prepared to accept the substitute provision in section 403 of S. 2378. 
Additional language has been provided, to require that the Federal loan commit- 
ment be adequately secured by a lien on the property, a pledge of local govern- 
ment credit, or some other means. This would permit recapture of the Federal 
ioan in case the project is never approved for execution. The second question, 
regarding the conditions under which private property is acquired, will ultimately 
fall within the safeguards provided by the various State constitutions. In addi- 
tion, S. 2378 contains a technical improvement on the provision in S. 57, by pro- 
viding authority for the local public agency to dispose of the acquired land, with 
the consent of the local governing body, if the project does not proceed to com- 
pletion. Otherwise, under the S. 57 language, the land ownership would be 
frozen indefinitely if the urban renewal project did not go forward. 

62. Urban renewal loan authorization.—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Adopted in S. 57. 
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S. 57 would provide the necessary authority for the Administrator to make 
additional temporary loans for urban renewal and permit him to obtain funds 
from the Treasury when necessary to back up those loans. S. 2378 would simi- 
larly provide the necessary lending authority, but would require that the maxi- 
mum borrowing for such loans to be specified in an appropriation act. We feel 
that this additional requirement is a matter for the Congress to decide, since 
it concerns the legislative process through which Congress authorizes urban 
renewal financing. Either provision is acceptable to us. 

63. Capital grant authorization—Administration opposes the new capital grant 
authority in S. 57. It is excessive, in view of the other demands that will be 
made on the Federal Government in the next two years. S. 2378 would provide 
the same amount of new authority as provided in the President’s budget pro- 
posals: A total $350 million to be available for the period ending June 30, 
1960, and an additional $250 million to be available in the subsequent fiscal 
year. A provision to reconstitute the President’s reserve of $100 million. which 
was originally proposed by the administration, has been omitted in both bills. 

It is quite possible that various communities are willing and able to apply for 
nore capital grant reservations in the coming period than the President’s budget 
would provide. A capital grant reservation is made when a locality begins the 
detailed planning of a project. A locality’s willingness to start detailed plan- 
ning with a 100-percent advance of Federal funds is not necessarily a measure 
of its ability to carry out the project in the execution stage. In any case, a 
sound budgetary position does not always permit the Government to provide 
all the funds that localities may want. The President's program represents a 
reasonable level of grant authority to continue the urban renewal program over 
the coming 2-year period. 

There is another important difference between the bills. S. 2378 would re 
quire an appropriation act before capital grant funds could be made available 
to localities, while S. 57 would permit the Administrator to enter into grant con- 
tracts without further action by the Congress. As in the case of the urban re- 
newal lending authorization, we feel that this is a matter for the Congress to 
decide, and either method is acceptable to us. 

64. Uncollectible advances.—Administration proposal in 8. 612. Adopted in 
S. 57. 

65. Rationing funds—Prohibition.—Administration opposes provision in S. 57, 
but will accept substitute in S. 2378. 8S. 57 would severely restrict the Adminis- 
trator in using his discretion to distribute urban renewal grant funds in the light 
of the circumstances prevailing at any given time. It would permit a few large 
cities to obtain virtually all of the new authorization. It would require applica- 
tions for capital grant reservations to be processed, as far as practicable, on a 
first-come, first-served basis. This means that if the requests for funds far out- 
run the available supply, the Administrator would be unable to protect the inter- 
ests of cities that may be in urgent need of assistance, but whose applications 
are not near the top of the list. 

The substitute provision in S. 2378 would recognize the principle that the size 
of projects should not be unnecessarily or arbitrarily restricted. However, when 
a shortage of capital grant authorization occurs, the Administrator would be 
permitted to distribute the available funds to localities on the basis of their 
relative need for assistance, and the feasibility of the projects they propose. 

66. “Community renewal program”’.—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Adopted in S. 57. The original provision, in S. 612, would have eliminated the 
assistance that is given under existing law for (1) surveying an area to deter- 
mine the feasibility of undertaking an urban renewal project, and (2) general 
neighborhood renewal plans (planning for areas that are so large they must be 
renewed in stages). We feel that these two types of assistance would be in- 
cluded in the preparation of a community renewal program. However, we ac- 
cept the provision in S. 57 and S. 2378 which would retain the separate provisions 
for assistance to these activities. 

67. District of Columbia amendment.—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Adopted in 8. 57. Would expedite the disposition of project land in the District 
of Columbia and certain other localities. 

68. State loan limitation—Remoral.—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Adopted in 8. 57. Would remove an unnecessary and unrealistic restriction on 
loans to finance the urban renewal activities being carried out in certain States. 
It would not affect the restriction of grant funds for any one State, which is 
the effective control provided by Congress. 
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69. Relocation payments.—Administration opposes provision in S. 57, but 
would accept provisions in S. 23738. 

Relocation payments are made under existing law only to those families and 
businesses who are displaced through the acquisition of land by a local public 
agency carrying out an urban renewal project. We would accept the provision 
in S. 2378, which would make these payments available to families and busi- 
nesses that are displaced from a project area by code enforcement, or by volun- 
tary rehabilitation involving structural changes in a property. 

We oppose the provision in S. 57, which would provide relocation payments 
for displacement caused (1) by other Government programs over which an urban 
renewal agency has no control, and (2) by rehabilitation that does not physi- 
cally displace the occupant of a structure. We are also opposed to increasing 
the maximum amounts of relocation payments, because we have not seen suffi- 
cient evidence that such increases are needed. Together, the provisions in S. 
57 would cost the Federal Government an estimated $3 million in the current 
fiscal year. Within a few years this additional drain on Federal urban renewal 
funds—unmatched by any local expenditures—could increase to $20 million or 
more, 

70. Hotel and other transient housing.—Is contained in both 8S. 57 and S. 2378, 
and is acceptable to the Agency. Prohibits construction of hotels and transient 
housing without certain prior analysis. 

71. Public housing in urban renewal areas.—Administration opposes provision 
in S. 57. Would accept provision in 8S. 2378. 

S. 57 provides, in effect, for Federal urban renewal funds to pay the local 
share of the writedown when urban renewal land is sold to a public housing 
authority acting as redeveloper. This provision was originally opposed, on 
grounds that public housing should not receive benefit of urban renewal funds 
which a private redeveloper does not receive. However, it is recognized that 
if a public housing authority cannot obtain urban renewal land as a result of 
this provision, it will likely purchase land elsewhere, and the Federal Govern- 
ment would subsidize all of the writedown in that case. This has a tendency 
to prevent the location of public housing in urban renewal areas when that is 
desirable from a planning standpoint. This feature of the S. 57 provision is 
therefore acceptable to us. 

S. 57 also provides, however, that the price paid by the public housing project 
for urban renewal land would be determined by the value of land to a private 
redeveloper who wants to buy a site in the community for private rental housing 
with physical characteristics similar to those of the proposed low-rent housing 
project. This would give the public housing project an advantage that is en- 
joyed by no other public purchaser of urban renewal land. 

For this reason, we urge the adoption of a provision in S. 2378, which is the 
same as in S. 57, except that the price of the land sold for public housing would 
be determined by the fair value of the land for the most likely alternative pri- 

rate use. This is the standard that is applied to all other public purchasers 
of such land. 

72. Urban renewal plans.—Administration proposal in S. 612. Adopted in S. 
oe. 

73. “Predominantly residential” test—erception.—Administration has recom- 
mended against provision in S. 57, but accepts provision as part of otherwise 
acceptable legislation. 

The administration proposed a substitute for this provision, which would have 
made additional loans, but not grants, available for nonresidential urban re- 
newal projects. We recognize the need in many areas for additional urban 
renewal projects which are not residential. However, we feel S. 57 would divert 
too much grant authorization from residential projects. 

74. Five-year retroactive credit for public works.—Administration opposes 
provision in S. 57, but would accept substitute in S. 2378. 

If a locality could prepare a community renewal program, it would have an 
opportunity to schedule for years in advance the specific public improvements 
and facilities which are contemplated as noncash grants-in-aid to help meet 
the local share of the costs of future urban renewal projects. Accordingly, the 
administration proposed (as in S. 612) that after a locality has prepared and 
obtained approval of a community renewal program, an improvement or facility 
would be eligible for consideration as a noncash grant-in-aid if construction were 
started no more than 5 years before the authorization of a grant contract for 
the project concerned. The community renewal program would assure that 
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the construction was intended to carry out the objectives of an urban renewal 
project. S. 57, however, would permit a locality to obtain this 5-year leeway on 
noncash grant-in-aid credits without first preparing a community renewal pro- 
gram, and it could be retroactive to 5 years before enactment of the legislation. 
It would give immediate “windfall” of noncash grant-in-aid credits for localities, 
reduce the amount of local cash contributions, and make it possible for urban 
renewal projects to be distorted into assistance for public works. 

75. Special relief for certain projects.—Proposed by administration. Would 
eliminate an inequity that has hampered the financing of a few projects where 
local facilities were started before loan and grant contract executed. 

76. Credit for interest payments.—Administration proposal in 8. 612. Would 
eliminate an inequity in existing law that works to the disadvantage of localities 
using their own funds, rather than Federal funds, as working capital for urban 
renewal projects. 

77. “Going Federal rate” of interest—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Would simplify administrative routine of the urban renewal program by provid- 
ing uniformity in computing interest. Would have no significant effect on 
expenditures. 

78. Definition—technical.—Administration proposal in S. 612. Is merely tech- 
nical, providing for conforming language and defining the point at which “Federal 
recognition” is given to an urban renewal project. 

79. Urban renewal areas involving colleges —Administration has no objection 
to part of this proposal in 8. 57, the waiver of the “predominantly residential” 
requirement for projects that would make land available for university ex- 
pansion, or that would create an environment that is compatible with university 
activities. This part of the proposal is also in S. 2378. 

Administration opposes the part of this proposal in S. 57 which would permit 
the local public agency to obtain noncash grant-in-aid credit for expenditures 
made by the university for acquiring and clearing land in the immediate vicinity 
of the project. Furthermore, the university expenditures could have been made 
as long as 5 years prior to the execution of a loan and grant contract for the 
project. 

These provisions would not benefit the university in any financial way. The 
local public agency would receive a retroactive windfall of noncash grant-in-aid 
credit, which might be large enough to cover more than the local one-third share 
of project costs. In that case, the excess credit could be used toward the local 
share of projects in other parts of the city, in no way connected with the univer- 
sity. Since the original project would be charged with the cost of acquiring the 
land, and there would be no disposition proceeds to offset this cost, the full 
amount of the windfall would be added to the share of costs borne by the Federal 
grant. 

80. Urban planning program.—Adninistration proposal with one modifica- 
tion. Adopted in 8. 57. Would expand and revise the matching grant program 
for urban planning assistance. One change not proposed by administration 
would allow grants up to 50 percent of the cost of State and interstate planning. 
Administration proposed 25 percent in this case, but does not oppose provision 
in S. 57. 

81. Public disclosure by urban renewal redevelopers.—Administration has no 
objection to provision in S. 2378. It is a substitute for a provision originally 
incorporated into S. 57 in the House of Representatives, but omitted by the 
conference committee. S. 2378 would eliminate certain objectionable require- 
ments that were contained in the House provision and is acceptable to the 
adininistration. 

82. Gradual reduetion of Federal share of urban renewal grants.—The admin- 
istration bill, 8. 612, calls for a 6-year program of new capital grant authority for 
the urban renewal program, with a gradual reduction in the Federal share of 
net project costs from two-thirds to one-half. This proposal would provide for 
the best utilization of the Federal funds that can be made available for urban 
renewal, by requiring the States and localities to assume a more equitable share 
of the responsibility for costs. 

83. Sharing grants in place of urban renewal planning advances.—Adminis- 
tration proposal in S. 612. Would require local financial participation in plan- 
ning stage of project. Would result in a more careful selection of project by 
localities, a greater incentive for the elimination of waste, inefficiency, and delay, 
and a reduction of Federal supervision and procedures. 
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84. Long-term urban renewal obligations as legal investments for national 
banks.—Administration proposal in §S. 612. Would merely give to long-term 
obligations of local urban renewal agencies the same investment status for 
national banks as the long-term obligations issued for public housing purposes. 
Short-term obligations are already eligible for either housing or urban renewal. 


PART V. PUBLIC HOUSING 


85. Declaration of policy—Addition to—Administration has no objection to 
provision in 8. 57. Would add to declaration of policy in existing law a state- 
ment that it shall be the policy to make adequate provision of low-rent housing 
for larger families and for elderly families, and to vest in local housing agencies 
maximum amount of responsibility in administration of low-rent housing pro- 
gram, including responsibility for establishment of rents and eligibility require- 
ments, subject to the approval of PHA. 

86. Administrative office facilities —Administration opposes provision in S. 57. 
Where local public housing agency and local urban renewal agency operate 
through combined central office staff, the public housing agency would be author- 
ized to rent space in its building to urban renewal agency. Existing law limits 
this provision to cases where public housing agency is also the urban renewal 
agency. Low-rent projects contemplate an operation over a 40-year period, 
whereas urban renewal projects are completed in a much shorter period. This 
provision would result in construction, at public cost, of permanent building 
containing substantial space, whose intended use would end within a Ccompara- 
tively short period after completion. 

S7. Rents and income ceilings.—Administration has no objection to provisions 
in 8S. 57 which would eliminate statutory ceilings on family income for admission 
and occupancy to housing, and would permit local housing agency, with PHA 
approval, to establish income limits and (subject to 20 percent gap) establish 
rent limits. Administration opposes provisions in 8. 57 which would waive the 
20 percent gap for families displaced by governmental action. This would permit 
admission to low-rent housing of families for whom private housing is available 
at rents they can afford to pay. It would constitute an inappropriate use of 
public housing and an improper invasion into the fields of private housing. 

88. Elderly—Age requirements for occupancy.—Administration has no objection 
to provision in S. 57. Would make age requirements for admission to and occu- 
pancy of low-rent housing by low-incoine single persons, and the corresponding 
requirement for low-rent housing specially designed for elderly families, conform 
to age requirements generally applicable for benefits under Social Security Act 
(65 for men, 62 for women, and 50 for disabled persons). 

89. Authorization—Additional units—Administration opposes increased au- 
thorization in S. 57. Would authorize 45,000 additional units, plus approxi- 
mately 145,000 units to be used in discretion of President after consultation 
with Council of Economie Advisers. The 145,000 additional units available at 
discretion of President could be used at rate not exceeding 35,000 units a year. 

The reasons for the Administration position on this provision were given in 
the oral statement of the Housing Administrator accompanying these comments. 

90. Local services—Increased payments.—Administration opposes provision in 
S. 57. Would require PHA to authorize local housing agencies utilizing public 
services and facilities of a municipality for which separate charges are made to 
pay such charges, regardless of agreement of municipality to furnish services 
without charge. Such municipalities have a moral and legal obligation to fur- 
nish the services without charge, and the local housing agencies should not be 
authorized to pay the charges, for which they would be reimbursed by the 
Federal Government. 7 

91. Existing contracts—Administration opposes 8. 57 provision as unneces- 
sary. Would direct PHA, upon request of any public housing agency, to amend 
any contract with the agency so as to bring the contract into conformity with 
the amendments of the low-rent public housing law made by 8S. 57. Existing 
law permits PHA to extend provisions of any new laws to outstanding con- 
tracts, and PHA has long followed this practice. 





PART VI COLLEGE HOUSING 


92. College housing loans—Increased authorization —Administration opposes 
$300 million increase in S. 57. Recommends $200 million increase in either S. 65 
or S. 2378. 
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S. 57 would increase the college housing loan authorization by $300 million, 
including a $37.5 million increase in the ceiling for service facility loans and 
$37.5 million increase in ceiling for loans to hospitals for student nurse and 
intern housing. S. 2378 would increase authorization by $200 million, including 
a $25 million increase in each of the two ceilings. In addition, S. 2378 would 
require that the increases in the college housing revolving fund be specified in 
appropriations acts. S. 65 would increase the college housing loan authoriza- 
tion by $200 million, including a $25 million increase in the ceiling for service 
facility loans. 

In view of the failure of Congress, in the 1958 session to increase the college 
housing authorization, the President, on August 27, 1958, instructed the housing 
agency to accept and process college housing loan applications on a contingent 
basis until additional loan authorization is provided. During fiscal year 1959 a 
total of 260 new applications for $247 million were filed by colleges and hospi- 
tals. At June 30, 1959 there were 136 applications for $140 million for which 
funds were committed contingent upon enactment of increased loan authoriza- 
tion, and another 37 applications for $45 million were under preliminary review. 
From June 30 to July 10 another 10 applications for $9 million were received. 
At June 30 the revolving fund was exhausted, except for $2.3 million which 
is being held for possible overruns on approved loans. 

938. Loans for classrooms.—Administration opposes provision in 8. 57. Would 
establish new $62.5 million loan program for classroom buildings and other 
academic facilities. This program is outside the President’s budget. Further, 
experience demonstrates that although the amounts initially authorized for loans 
or grants are relatively small, the amounts eventually spent are generally very 
large. 

94. Labor standards made applicable to college housing—Administration has 
no objection to provision in 8.57. Would make prevailing wage scale of Davis- 
Bacon Act applicable to eollege housing construction or rehabilitation assisted 
by Federal loans, and require payment for employment in excess of 40 hours 
per week at time and a half, except for service voluntarily donated. Housing 
agency now administratively requires minimum wage rates based on prevailing 
rates of pay. 

95. Eligibility of student cooperatives for loans.—Administration opposes 
provision in 8. 57. It would specify that nonprofit student housing cooperative 
corporations, established to provide student or faculty housing, would be eligible 
for college housing loans if the note securing the loan is cosigned by the educa- 
tional institution at which the cooperative is located. The significant obligor 
in any such loan transaction would be the educational institution inasmuch as 
student cooperatives are subject to an unavoidable rapid turnover in student 
membership. Under existing law it is possible for educational institution to list 
student cooperative as coobligor on a loan. Provision is therefore not necessary. 
PART VII. ARMED SERVICES HOUSING 


%. Military (Senator Capehart) housing program.— 

(a) Extension: ‘Administration proposes extending the program to June 
30, 1960. S. 57 would extend it to September 30, 1960. 
would accept S. 57 provision. 

(b) Longer mortgage term: Administration proposal in S. 612. Adopted 
in S$. 57. Would extend present statutory maximum 25-year mortgage to 
30 years. 

(c) Inclusion of nondwelling facilities in loans: Administration proposal 
in 8. 612. Adopted in S. 57. 

(d) Reduction in premiums for certain Wherry housing: Administration 
proposal in S. 612. Adopted in S. 57. Would permit reduction mortgage 
insurance premiums below the present statutory minimum of one-half of 
1 percent where the Department of Defense had acquired Wherry housing. 

(e) Time and one-half for overtime: Administration has no objection to 
provisions. Would require payment of time and one-half for overtime to 
be paid by contractors building section 808 Capehart projects. 

97. Section 207 military housing.—Administration has no objection. It would 
permit the Secretary of Defense to acquire section 207 projects completed prior 
to July 1, 1952, when necessary for military housing purposes. 
acquisition of such projects if a section 803 (Capehart) 
in the area. 


Administration 


Would require 
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98. New FHA program for housing at military installations.—Administration 
opposes, but accepts provision as part of otherwise acceptable legislation. 
Would add a new section 810 program to authorize insurance of mortgages on 
single-family and multifamily projects which have been certified as necessary 
by the Department of Defense. Maximum mortgage terms for multifamily 
rental projects would be the same as for the FHA section 207 regular (rental 
housing) program and mortgage terms for the single-family projects would be 
consistent with the maximum terms for the section 203 (sales housing) program 


PART VIII. MISCELLANEOUS 


99. Priority for former owners.—Administration opposes provision in S. 57. 

Federal Housing Commissioner would be required to give former owners pref- 
erence and priority in acquisition of title IX and section 608 rental housing 
that is being sold by FHA. Benefit of this requirement to former owners is 
doubtful because such owners must also offer prices and terms not less faverable 
than other offers. Burdensome priority procedure would be required, resulting 
in no practical benefit to former owners unless their offers were identical to 
others received by FHA. 

100. Public works planning—Surveys—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Adopted in §. 57. 

Would authorize Housing Administrator to make surveys of volume of public 
works planning. 

101. Lanham Act housing—Occupancy.—Administration proposal in S. 612 
with changes which are satisfactory. Adopted in S. 57. 

Administration proposed 3-year continuation of exception to occupancy re- 
quirements in order to permit military personnel to continue to occupy two 
Passyunk war housing projects in Philadelphia. S. 57 proposes 2-year rather 
than 3-year continuation for Passyunk projects and, in addition, same contin- 
uation for Tonomy Hill project at Newport, R.I. 

102. Extension of farm housing research program.—Aduministration opposes 
provision in S. 57. Would extend farm housing research program for 2 years 
and authorize additional appropriation of $100,000 for program. WBxtension 
opposed for budgetary reasons. Also, direction and scope of program can be 
better determined when evaluation of results of research presently underway is 
completed. 

VA loans—Increased maturities—Administration opposes provision in S. 57. 
Would increase maximum maturity of a VA-guaranteed or direct housing loan 
from 30 years to 35 years. Longer maturity not necessary in current high 
volume of building. 

Federal loans or grants to hospital construction—Continuation.—Administra- 
tion opposes provision in S. 57. Would reinstate for 2 additional years lapsed 
authority in Defense Housing and Community Facilities and Services Act of 
1951 for Federal loans or grants for construction of hospitals required for 
national defense activities. Additional $15 million authorization of appropria- 
tion also provided. Assistance available to organizations who had applied before 
June 30, 1953. 

Continuation of this authority is not needed. It was continued 2 years by 
the Housing Act of 1956, but no application has been received for these loans 
and grants. 

103. Federal savings and loan associations.— 

(a) Participations in home loans: Administration has no objection to 
provision in §S. 57. 

A Federal savings and loan association would be authorized to purchase 
participating interests in first mortgages on one- to four-family homes with- 
out regard to area restriction but subject to a specified limitation. Par- 
ticipating interests in FHA or VA mortgages would not be taken into ac- 
count in determining the total loans which an association may make within 
certain statutory limitations. 

(b) Investments in residential land development: Administration opposes 
provision in 8S. 57. A Federal savings and loan association could invest in 
loans to finance the acquisition and development of land for primarily 
residential usage. This would be undesirable extension into essentially 
speculative operations not appropriate for institutions which are Federally 
chartered and insured. 

104. Voluntary Home Mortgage Credit Program—Esrtension.—Administration 

has no objection to provision in S. 57 but recommends provision in S. 2378. 
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S. 57 contains original recommendation of administration (in S. 612) that the 
Voluntary Home Mortgage Credit Program be continued for 2 years. S. 2378 
would continue program for 3 years. The substantial private financing chan- 
neled by this program into minority housing, and low-cost housing in remote 
area would justify the 3 year continuation in S. 2378 

105. Migratory housing—Study.—Administration opposes provision in S. 57. 

S. 57 would direct Housing and Home Finance Administrator to study housing 
needs of migratory farm workers. Problem exists in relatively small number 
of States. It is primarily local problem that should be handled by farmers, 
States, and localities affected. 

106. Low-rent projects—Consolidation of funds.—Administration proposal in 
S. 612. Adopted in S. 57. Would simplify records and handling of funds by 
local housing authorities operating low-rent housing projects which were orig- 
inally Lanham Act war housing projects, by permitting funds from these proj- 
ects to be commingled with funds of other low-rent projects. 

107. Sale of housing projects—Change of terms.—Administration opposes pro- 
vision in 8. 57, but would accept substitute in S. 2378. 

S. 57 is too broad. It would authorize Housing and Home Finance Admin- 
istrator to modify purchase price or terms of sale of any Lanham Act project 
which has been sold. Would invite purchasers of Lanham Act housing to default 
on their mortgage payments in order to get more favorable terms and reduced 
purchase prices. Collections would be made difficult. Unsuccessful bidders 
on projects at the time of sale would be treated unfairly. 

S. 2878 contains provision applicable only to the Southmore Mutual Housing 
Corp. in South Bend, Ind., which would meet special problem. 

108. Planning scholarships and fellowships.—Administration opposes provision 
in S. 57. Would authorize appropriation of $300,000 to Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator to provide scholarships and fellowships for graduate 
training of professional city planning and housing technicians and specialists. 
Opposition is based on budgetary reasons and difficulty in justifying Federal 
assistance to education in field of housing and city planning when equal and 
possibly greater needs exist in other specialized fields, such as physics and 
engineering. 

109. Real estate loans by national banks.—Administration has no objection 
to provision in 8. 57. Would exempt FHA loans from statutory limitations on 
the total amount of real estate loans which a national bank may make. VA 
loans are presently so exempted. 

110. Disposal of PWA low-rent housing—Administration proposal in S. 612. 
Not in S. 57 nor S. 2378. Would permit disposal of three remaining PWA low- 
rent projects to other than a local public agency. 


Senator SparKMAN. Before we get to a comparative analysis of 
the various bills and the position of the administration on them, I 
should like to go back to this table that I presented to Mr. Staats. 

Do you have a copy of it before you? The one that gives the budget 
estimates ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes,sir. I have one. 

Senator SparKMAN. You have the one that has both the admin- 
istration estimate and our staff estimate in parallel columns? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, I have, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. I would like to refer to that and ask you about 
those items, because there is considerable difference. 

Of course, as Senator Capehart said a while ago, if you take either 
figure it is not dealing with big amounts by any means, when you con- 
sider an overall program as large as the housing program is. 

Take the very first item, urban renewal relocation payments. You 
have a figure of $3 million; our staff has nothing. How do you get that 
figure of $3 million? It may be that one of your 

Mr. Mason. I think we have an answer which I shall give you, 
and then we may wish to pursue it with further questioning. 

Senator SparKMAN. Fine. 
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Mr. Mason. The conference bill would first increase the maximum 
permissible relocation payment for individuals from $100 to $200, 
increase the maximum payment for small businesses from $2,500 to 
$3,000, and extend eligibility to sizable additional classes of claimants. 
It would apply to the present urban renewal program as well as to 
future projec ts. 

Relocation payments in 1960 under the existing law were estimated 
in the budget at $11 million. If these payments increase to the new 
maximum, these expenses would be increased by more than half. 

However, since not all payments are made in the maximum amount, 
a more conservative estimate of 25 percent increase was used. 

This is how we arrived at our figure, Mr. Sparkman, and, of course, 
our experts believe a are correct. Whether they are or not is a 
matter of judgment, I think, and a matter that time will tell. 

Senator Sparkman. Did you take into consideration the fact that, 
whereas the present maximum for families to be moved is $100, the 
average moving cost is actually $65 ? 

Mr. Mason. That is correct. 

Senator Sparkman. And that, whereas $2,500 is the maximum 
allowable for businesses, the average is only about $1,000. 

Mr. Mason, The factor which we feel will make the biggest change 
is the widening range of the people that are eligible for this—the 
other programs as well as urban renewal that have been added. 

Senator SparKMAN. Do you know how much that would be? How 
do you arrive at the number involved, say in a program such as the 

nterstate highway ; projects of that nature? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. Mr. Sparkman, our staff has felt that almost 
all of the increase lies in that field, although some would be in the 
larger amounts, in increasing the ability—or not the “ability” but 
increasing the natural inclin: ition of people to be a little more liberal. 
But primarily in the broadening of the program. 

Senator Sparkman. At best, it is pretty much a guess, is it not? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, it isan estimate. It has to be; yes, 
sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Our staff in going over the experience that we 
have had so far under those programs came to the conclusion that 
the net increase would be negligible. 

I wonder if you will take the next item, urban planning. The dif- 
ference there is very small. You have $1.7 million. We have $1.1 
million. I do not feel that there is enough difference for us really 
to spend time on it. Especially since both of them are mere estimates. 

Mr. Mason. I think they are relatively close together. Either one 
could be correct. 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes; we are together on the scholarship esti- 
mate. Weare together on the defense hospital. 

On farm housing research, that amounts to very little, but I will call 
your attention to the fact that the testimony before our committee was 
to the effect that the project that is being carried on now extends 
through June 30, 1960, under existing appropriations, and, therefore, 
no additional appropriations will be required. 

Do you differ with that? 

Mr. Mason. I think the difference, Senator Sparkman, on this point 
is one that bureaucracies often find themselves in—that when they get 
some funds they have itching palms to spend it. 
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Senator SpaRKMAN. We do not want you to feel that way. We 
want you to spend it as it becomes necessary. 

Mr. Mason. Yes; I realize that. 

Senator SparKMAN. But that is nothing. 

The next one, though, is a pretty large difference—elderly housing 
loans. Out of the $50 million that we carried in the bill, you estimate 
that $25 million of those would be spent during the coming fiscal year. 
Our staff estimated only $2.5 million. 

Mr. Mason. Here, obviously, two staffs of experts are far apart, 

Senator Sparkman. On this proposal these funds, according to the 
bill, would have to pass through the Appropriations Committee 
before they were available. We “have felt that this program is so 
desirable—that. is, the elderly housing program is so desirable and 
that this appropriation of funds at the fixed rate would be so desir- 
able—that the Appropriations Committee would be acting rather 
promptly on this measure, making these funds available next winter 
to people who wanted to use them. 

We think this is the essence of the recommendation of this com- 
mittee—that this program be available if it is there. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Does it not take considerable time, though, to 
get a program like this going? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, it does, Senator Sparkman. 

Senator SparKMAN. To get it set up? 

Mr. Mason. But you realize that. we have in the present program 
of elderly housing under FHA a great many units that are available 
for beginning construction immediately, and the tendency would nat- 
urally “be to come in under this program, and they are all ready to go. 

This program also provides, as you know, loans for land and so on, 
which is at the start of the program. It is not like some other pro- 
grams which are financed where the construction financing is iow 
one way and then the funds are available under the grant program or 
the loan program at a later date. 

This is the reason for the difference, I think, between our staffs. 

Senator SparKMAN. Of course, the record should be clear that these 
would be loans. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, these are loans; yes, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. The funds to be made available through the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Frankly, Mr. Mason, I would say that if we 
set the program I would hope that it might move as expeditiously 
as you have anticipated, but from my experience with other programs 
; cannot help but believe that our staff’s estimate is probably more 

iearly correct than yours. 

Senator Capenartr. The record will show it is. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, here again normally I am sure that 
you would be right. Under normal conditions the program would 
go ata slow speed. I mean all of our other indications point that way. 
The fact that there are so many applications already, that plans are 
made, that people are all ready to stick a shovel in the dirt I think 
would make a difference. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Fine. That is encouraging. We will watch 
it with interest, and when this bill becomes law I hope you will go 
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before the Appropriations Committee and ask for that amount of 
money. 

Senator Douglas. 

Senator Dougrias. Mr. Mason has delivered such a eulogy in behalf 
of the elderly housing program as contained in S. 57 that I assume 
that, therefore, he must favor it. 

Senator SPARKMAN. It isa good program. 

Senator Dovenas. He has eulogized the program as it is in S. 57. 
Let me ask the witness, Then do I understand that you think this 
is a good provision ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Douglas, the provisions of the Senate com- 
mittee on that bill were excellent. 

Senator Dovuetas. Well, then, you do not——- 

Mr. Mason. We have two elderly housing programs in—— 

Senator Doveras. If I may continue, then you do not think that 
the provisions on elderly housing deserve to be vetoed ? 

Mr. Mason. I believe that the direct lending program deserves to 
be vetoed but not the other provision. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparkKMAN. The point you make is that the Senate bill 
as enacted carried the FHA insurance liberalization but did not carry 
the direct loan? The direct loan was a House provision that was 
agreed to in a compromise form in the conference committee / 

Mr. Mason. That is correct, Senator Sparkman. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let’s go to the next item. Urban renewal 
advances. We agree. 

Public housing advances. You have $19 million. Our staff has 
$5 million. 

Why do you think such a difference as that is estimated ? 

Mr. Mason. The difference here is the conference bill would pro- 
vide for an additional 45,000 units of low-rent housing. The ex- 
penditure estimated of $19 million represents disbursements of pre- 
liminary planning loans and temporary construction loans for the 
first units going under annual contribution contract. The agency 
estimate assumes that all of the 45,000 units would have proceeded 
in the preliminary planning stage during 1960 at a cost of approxi- 
mately $200 per unit and that 10,000 would have completed planning 
and be under annual contributions contract by the end of 1960, with 
disbursements of approximately $1,200 per unit. 

These estimates are consistent with the cost factors used in pre- 
paring the regular PHA budget estimate submitted to the Congress 
for 1960. 

And T would add to this, Senator, that we have in the past year, 
ending June 30, put under annual contribution contracts over 35,000 
units. 

Senator Sparkman. It would be rather unusual though to put the 
full 45,000 under contract within 1 year, would it not, when, as a 
matter of fact, we made it available over a period of 3 years? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. Was it 2 or 3 years? 

Senator Sparkman. Three, I recall. 

Mr. Mason. You would know better. 


Senator Sparkman. It would be a little unusual to assume they 


would all be under contract within the first year ? 
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Mr. Mason. Excepting you must take into account the fact that 
the past year we did get 35,000 and some extra, 500-some-odd, units 
under annual contribution contract and that we have obviously, as 
the reason for it, interest in public housing, cities that want these, 
that want to get under annual contribution contract. 

Mr. Slusser, would you like to add anything? 

Senator SparkKMAN. Mr. Mason, let me call your attention to the 
fact we went into this subject when the bill was before us back last 
year, and we had some testimony on it. Also there was some differ- 
ence of opinion when the bill was up in the Senate. So after it went 
over to the House, Congressman Rains wrote to Mr. Slusser asking 
for an estimate, and Mr. Slusser under date of March 5, 1959, gave 
an estimate on 35,000 units of $7,140,000. 

If that was correct then, which I believe really represented an in- 
crease from the earlier estimate that had been made, why would it 
jump to $19 million with just 10,000 units added and a period of 3 
years over which they were to be made available? 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Slusser, do you want to comment on this? 

Mr. Stusser. Well, I think what is referred to there is only the 
preliminary loan for the planning. 

Now, of course, there is a loan made at the time of 

Senator SparkMAN. I understood that was the substance of what 
Mr. Mason said. As I understood, that is what Mr. Mason was re- 
ferring to just now. 

Mr. Stusser. I think he was taking the total Treasury borrowings, 
the borrowings from the Treasury in the loan program. 

Senator SparkMan. He was talking about $200 a unit for pre- 
liminary 

Mr. Stusser. I think the figure was developed 

Senator SparKMAN. Here, Mr. Slusser, was the concluding para- 
graph in your letter to Congressman Rains: 











You will note from the foregoing that the average net loan per unit during 
fiscal years 1957 and 1958 was approximately $27 for planning and approxi- 
mately $177 for initial advances under annual contributions contracts. If these 
averages are maintained in fiscal year 1960 and new contracts for 35,000 units 
are entered into, the budget impact for planning and initial advance loans will 
be approximately $7,140,000. 

So it looks to me like you are talking about the same thing. 

_ Mr. Mason. Yes. In our presentations here we have, besides this 
item that you talked about, 10,000 units that would have completed 
planning and be under annual contribution contract. That I be- 
lieve is the difference in the opinions of our staffs as to the speed with 
which it could be done. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. You mean you refer to those under annual 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Mason. We said beside the figures upon which Mr. Slusser 
based his, which is about $200 or a little less, that there would be 
10,000 of these 35,000 or 45,000 units that would actually be under 
annual contribution contract, and that these would be a higher figure, 
31.200 per unit, instead of $200 per unit. 

Now, whether this is a good estimate or not I am not sure. 
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Senator SparkMAN. Why would that be true if you had 45,000 units 
and it would not be true if you had 35,000 units? I do not see that 
the total number would vary that much. Certainly if some of them 
were under the annual contributions contract under one gross figure, 
a certain number would be under with the other gross figure. 

Mr. Mason. This is good logic on your part certainly. 

Senator SPARKMAN. What? 

Mr. Mason. I say your logic is good. I cannot refute it. 

Senator SparkMAN. You know, I think that is true with reference 
to this whole bill, Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Mason. I just feel, Senator Sparkman—I have here beside me 
the man who did these estimates. Would you like to have the tech- 
nician speak ? 

Senator SparKMAN. I will be glad to move on to another one. As I 

say, I do not want to spend too much time on this. 

‘Mr. Mason. Allright. Thank you. We will move on then. 

Senator SparKMAN. All right. 

On college classroom loans we are not far apart. We will not spend 
any time on that. 

FNMA purchases of mortgages for cooperative housing. There was 
considerable difference on those, but I do not believe we will spend more 
time on it. 

I think it is fair in summary to say this and remember that out 
over the country these figures have been taken as firm. And they have 
been greatly inflated many, many times as the press and the commenta- 
tors have carried the story out to the people. So that a true picture 
has not been presented. That is the only point I am trying to get 
across. 

And I believe that it is fairly reasonable to say that both of these are 
estimates, mere estimates, and that one of them is about as likely to be 

right as the other. 

Therefore, I just do not believe that it is fair to leave the kind of 
impression that has been left that this is a budget-busting bill, because 
it is not and has not been. It certainly was not as it passed the Senate. 

The budgetary impact may have been increased by the compromise 
in conference, but not appreciably so. 

But even as it went to the President it could not correctly be de- 
scribed as a budget-busting bill. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman ? 

Senator SparkMAN. Yes, Mr. Mason? 

Mr. Mason. Might I add one statement to this? 

Senator SparKMAN. Qh, yes, indeed. 

Mr. Mason. These estimates are prepared by staff members of our 
organization who are not politically motivated or otherwise motivated 
T’m sure. 

Senator Sparkman. I realize that. I do not question the motive. 
AllT am trying to say is—— 

Mr. Mason. These people that have prepared these have been long 
in this business, just as your people have. This is unusual, I am sure, 
that it comes out this way, and I think it is unfortunate. But I just 
want to say for the benefit of the people on my staff that have done 
this I do not think they have tried to mislead the people of America. 

Senator Sparkman. No, I am not claiming that you did. I am 
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not imputing any motive except the very best to any of them. And 
I attribute to our staff the same motives. They are not political. 
I cannot say that I know even what party they all belong to, but 
I know we have them in both parties who work on this. 

We are not working at it from a political standpoint. For my part, 
I have never tried to make housing legislation political, and I know 
the same thing is true with Senator Capehart, who has worked 
diligently and with fine cooperation. 

Mr. Mason. I realize this, which is why I wanted to just be sure 
this was on the record. Iagree with you. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. I am very glad you said it, because I 
certainly would not question the motives or the integri ity of any of 
the staff members, either of yours or ours. 

Senator Carrnarr. May I say this: You see, the President of the 
United States depends upon you gentlemen to give him figures. He 
bases his veto messages or his acceptance of a bill upon information 
given him by the people in the respective departments. And when 
the President of the United States speaks, the American people have 
aright to believe that he has the facts. 

I have been in the Senate about 15 years, and one of the quarrels 
that I have had for 15 years has been that it has been awfully hard 
to get the facts. And we ought to have the facts. 

There are some things about the veto message in my opinion, know- 
ing the legislation as I did know it and do know it, that I felt were 
at. least written in a way that would mislead the American peer. 
I think it is unfortunate, and I think a President, whether he be 
Democrat or a Republican, deserves to have somebody writing his 
speeches who will never use “ language that will in any way mis- 
inform the American people. I do not think we ought to play politics 
with that sort of a thing. 

Senator Javirs. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield at that 
point? i 

Senator Carenart. Yes. 


Senator Javits. I have a fact and a condition which I think bears 


upon what the Senator has just said, and I would like to identify 
myself with this statement. 


The veto message said : 


Even though we have over 100,000 previously authorized public housing 
units as yet unbuilt, the bill would authorize 190,000 more. 

Now, the word “unbuilt” is the key word there, and, as used in 
the message, it is strictly technical, because in the city of New York, 
for which I have the figures, which of that roughly 100,000 has 17,000 
units, the figures show that over 11, 000 of those units are for all 
practical purposes actually in process ‘and actually underway though 
not “built.” 

And I would like the record to show that the figures are as fol- 
lows. We just got them this morning. 

Cleared—that i is, sites cleared, w ith read y—998. 

Being cleared, sites being cleared, 6,37 

Sites being acquired, 3,255. 

Planning only, 460. 

That isa i total of 11,090. 
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So at least eleven-seventeenths of the New York allotment is for 
all practical purposes underway. 

Therefore, I think this has to be made very clear—and that is 
10 percent of the 100,000 units—to the American people when they 
use the technical word in the veto message “unbuilt.” I must iden- 
tify myself with the views of my colleague. 

As Mr. Mason knows, this is a very grave issue for us in New 
York and a very great municipal need. And here is an indication of 


how the American people must evaluate the use of the broad term’ 


“unbuilt.” For all practical purposes this 11,000 out of 100,000 is 
underway. It is under construction, thougli technically it is as yet 
“unbuilt.” 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, Senator Javits. 

By the way, I should like to ask Mr. Slusser, for the benefit of the 
record, that we be supplied a list of all of the housing units that 
have been allotted that would be covered by the President’s state- 
ment “unbuilt.” Give us a list of those, showing the places, the 
number, and where they stand with reference to being built. 

Mr. Suiusser. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Would that be too big a job? 

Mr. Stusser. No. You are referring to all that are under annual 
contribution contract ? 

Senator Sparkman. I am referring to that 100,000—whatever the 
number was—that the President said are unbuilt. I want to find out 
where they are and the extent to which they are being built. 

Senator Busu. Would the chairman yield ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Busu. Would they also include the date at which they 
were put under contract ? 

Senator SparkMAN. Yes. That is all right. 

Senator Javirs. The Senator would make that “stages of comple- 
tion,” I think. 

Senator Sparkman. That is what I said—extent to which they 
are being built. 

Senator Javits. Good. 

Senator Sparkman. Stages of completion, or whatever may be 
the properly descriptive term. 

Of course, Mr. Mason brings out in his statement the fact that, 
while this supply is in the process of coming into the market, so far 
as occupancy is concerned, that at least they are all allocated, while 
there are other cities that are trying to get public housing. 

And I will ask Mr. Slusser if it is not true that in most of the 
instances the application ties in with urban renewal or interstate 
highways or some other Government action. 

Mr. StusseEr. That is generally true; yes, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. And do you not have a backlog of applications 
pending ? 

Mr. SuusskEr. Not a large backlog of applications. 

Senator SparKMAN. Can you tell us offhand how many ? 

Mr. Stusser. I think I can give that to you. 

Senator SparkMANn. May I refresh your recollection? Is it 
57,000 ? 
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Mr. Suusser. I think the figure is around 57,000. That includes 
the reservations that are carried over from previous programs when 
they have gotten into some kind of trouble or difficulty and cannot 


continue the program, plus the new applications. 
Senator SparKMAN. You say the carryover; is that still alive? 
Mr. Stusser. Let me put it this way and then I will furnish it for 


the record. 


Senator Sparkman. If you will. 
those, we will appreciate it. 


If you will give us a list of 


Mr. Stusser. | will give the figures exactly for the record. 
(The information requested follows :) 


PuBLIc HoustnG ADMINISTRATION 


List of places with 


outstanding applications for reservations, or 


with units 


reserved, but not yet under annual contributions contract 


Units in “Under reservation” column relate to projects for which applications were 
received when authorization to enter into annual contributions contracts had not yet run 


out. 


Reservations were granted on a general showing of need for the units, with no 
requirement that the site be chosen or that plans and specifications be submitted. 


Units 


in “Application pending’? column relate to applications made after it was clear that exist- 


ing authorization would not be sufficient to cover the units. 
no processing of the applications to determine the general need. 


| Applica- 


Under 





Accordingly, there has been 


Applica- | Under 
State and place tion reserva- State and place tion reserva- 
| pending tion pending tion 
—_ — — —_ — — ——} — oe —|—_——— 
Total__- 18, 494 39, 097 || Arkansas: 
caustelien Yamden.. so 
Alabama: Dequeen. - 28 
Adamsville ._- 115 ere... -<- 26 
Anniston. | 36 || Horatio_.- 2 
Ariton____-- 150 | . ee 16 
Ashland_. 5 28 || aittle Rock_--- 72 
Birmingham - -- 750 || Lockesburg --- 10 
Blountsville 20 | oe | 8 
Boaz_.- 150 | Nashville. __ 34 
Brent 80 |. || California: 
Carbon Hill__-- 50 | 1| Atwater 15 
Cherikee- 9 60 | Bythe 26 | 
Childersburg - 80 | \| a area. _. 25 
Clanton _- ; 200 | 1] vureka- 60 
Collinsville___-- | 20 eke area_._- 50 
Columbiana_. 75 a mperial area 25 
Cordova. 40 Colorado: Denver 1, 500 
a 200 | ] a 
Yetroit___ 30 | Ansonia - - 60 
Flomaton ___- 100 | a East Hartford 50 
Gadsden__-__- } | 200 |} Groton 500 | 
Gardendale____- | 62 | New Haven _- : | 130 
Geneva-_- 34 | New London. . | 176 
Goodwater- _- 18 || Norwich 500 
Graysville_. 74 | Putnam a 1 
Hobson City ------ ee | 20 || see ear 100 | 
Kennedy- RF: | 50 1| Stratford. ___- 36 
Kimberly - - | | 62 || Southington ____- 50 
Leeds_. | 50 | } Willimantic 50 
Leighton. .__- |. 30 | Delaware: Wilmington 500 
Lineville- ‘| 50 | || Florida: 
mie... af 14 || Altha 7 
SeOunD. -~ ; ee | 2,180 || ne en 150 | 
Mulga.__- : ae i | 230 } arrabelle__ 150 | 
New Brockton. ------ 150 | a —a 6 
Newbille- _- : 150 | traceville 20 
Wordmpanre........4..<.... 400 |_- Jacksonville ____ 1, 266 
eo has 60 |-- } Lauderdale 66 
Ovark._..__. 120 | ; | Levy County_____-- 350 |---- 
Parrish__._- 25 |.- WE < Sones : 168 
Red = ees! di rr |- | Milton. __ 150 
Sylacauga..............-.} 250 : | Monticello oy 150 
New Smyrna Beach 150 
| eee 98 
Arizona: Pensacola 328 
Maricopa County - - 150 Titusville zs 54 
endo cece 20 | Wewahitchika____ 150 | 








120 


List of places 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE 


outstanding applications 


DISAPPROVING 


for reservations, or 


S < 


with 


units 


reserved, but not yet under annual contributions contract—Continued 


State and place 


Georgia 
Adairsville 
Americus 
Ashburn 
Austell 
Bainbridge 
Barwick 
Bowman 


Buchanan 
Camilla 
Canton 


Cave Spring 
Cumming 
Dublin 
Eastman 
East Point 
Elberton 
Ellaville 
Ellijay 
Fairmont 
Fayetteville 
Grayson 
Lincolnton 
Lynes 
Macon 
Manchester 
Morven 
Norman Park 
Ochlochee 
Patterson 
Pinehurst 
Ringgold 
Rochelle 
Royston 
Savannah 
Sparta 
Swainsboro 
Thomson 
Unadilla 


Vernon 
Vienna 
Villa Rica. 
Wadley-..- 
Warwick. 
Hawaii 
Hilo 
Honolulu 
Lilinois 


Brighton 
Brooklyn 
Brussels 
Carlinville 
Centralia 
Chicago 
De Witt County 
East Alton 
Gillespie... 
Golconda 
Granite City 
Hamburg 
Joliet. 
Maywood 
Pinckneyville 
Rock Island 
Salem 
Sparta___- 
Staunton 
Stonefort 
Streator 
Tamaroa. 
Virden 
Waukegan_. 
Indiana: 
Kokomo.._.- 
Muncie____- 
New Albany 
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State and place 


Kentucky: 
Catlettsburg 
Covington 
Cumberland 
Frankfort 
Morehead 
Murray 
Nicholasville 
Owensboro 
Paintsville 
Paris 
Prestonburg 

Louisiana: 
Abbeville 
Arnaudville 
Berwick _ 
Breaux Bridge 
Church Point 
Cotton Port 
Duson 
Elton 
Erath 
Esterwood 
Grand Cocteau 
Gueydan 
Iota 
Jefferson Parish 
Kenner 
Kinder 
Lake Arthur 
Mermentau. . . 
Morse 
New Orleans. 
Oberlin_ 
Patterson 
Plaquemine 
Scott 
Sunset . 
Ville Platte 

Maine 
Norway. ‘ 
Van Buren. 

Maryland: 


Cumberland 
Hagerstown 


1 Rockville 


| Massachusetts 
| Boston 
Cambridge 
Fall River 

| Lowell 

| Medford 
Newburyport 
Pittsfield 
Somerville 
Taunton 

Michigan: 
Alpena 
Baraga._ -- 
Bessemer 
Mount Clemens 
River Rouge 

| Minnesota: nie 
Chisholm 
Hibbing_- 
Minneapolis 
St. Paul 
Virginia 
Winona 

Mississippi: 
Ackerman. 
Baldwin._- 





Cleveland 


non craicedanntncecieo® 
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uith units 


reserved, but not yet under annual contributions contract—Continued 








| A pplica- Under Applica- Under 
State and place tion reserva- || State and place | tion reserva- 
| pending tion | pending tion 
- —_—_—_——_ |; —_—- — | eee ee enanaSiae - — ee 
Mississippi—Continued | | 1 Pennsylvania—C ontinued 
OR te eae 18 || Pittsburgh | 748 
PIN occ cccecncn 100 ea \| Portage 200 | 
LORIN ete nnn =< etnies al 176 |} Scalp Level Borough 200 | 
PRREIED Ss occ cnwneccne > Seranton 100 
Oe ME aan cir nis Sharon | 50) 
Meadville Reece: Smith Township 60 
Meridian_- ‘ Oni Stoud Township sr. i 
Mount Olive------ 10 || Rhode Island: 
Newton. -- 30 |) Pawtucket- -- 222 
Prentiss - | 16 Providence 206 
Tupelo... 30 || South Carolina: | 
PUI inn ceucecs on Oi Toc <0 Bennettsville 65 
RNS ck 5 Gala Gio Ree nee 12 | Charleston i ed 557 
Missouri: Chester 250 | ii 
Kansas City..........- 326 Duncan 10 
So A ee 2 | Winnsboro 68 
St. Louis County------ ex napa 110 || Tennessee: 
New Hampshire: Portsmouth 1 Bolivar a ve 
New Jersey: | Chattanooga. _. ; 500 
Asbury Park 50 | Decaturville : 250 | 
Atlantic City 278 Etowah_.- me ft ... 
Bayonne | 4 || Franklin 16 
Burlington 100 || Gallatin 40 
Camden 164 || Jamestown 40 
Edison Township 40 | Knoxville ; 577 
Franklin Township 30 La Follette 23 50 
Jersey City __- | 82 Lake City ‘ 50 
North Bergen ee 40 Laurenceburg 2 300 | 
Orange 20 |} Lebanon ; 60 | 
Passaic_- 46 Livingston 100 | aes 
Paterson 8 || Manchester - - - - - i | 40 
Rahway 79 || MeMinnville_-- 240 
Trenton 10 Morristown 330 | vf 
Union City ‘ 45 New Tazewell_-. mn 14 
West New York_. 200 |-- Oneida- | 25 
New York: | Paris | 64 
Buffalo : | 1, 583 || Parsons TE i 
Cohoes | 130 Sparta___- | 50 
Herkimer 50 | 1} Springfield - | 50 
Lackawanna_-_. 150 || Waverly___- 112 | 
New York City. | 1,787 || Texas: 
Niagara Falls MOO Pacis ee Alice. -...- 200 : 
Rome 180 | Anahuac. - - | 10 
OUD «5 nesconis 80 || Bryson_--_---- 4 
North Carolina: | | Cross Plains... 10 
Apex | Ot. 5.0 252 Crystal City------ Pe 2<.che> ‘ 
Concord j 90 | Daingerfield_- 20 
Jacksonville -- | 50 TDallas_- Poh oo becs 
Laurinburg eS 73 || Del Rio__.-- a | 70 
Wake Forest... _....__-_- 100 | Deport ___ 10 
Wayne County | 45 || Dodson_---- Otc so aieebee 
Wendell__- ea 53% 1 Donna-__..- : ea abetane 
Zebulon --_- sa 100 ac @ Port Werth.............. i 200 
North Dakota: Williston_. en 16 Frisco _- -- <~ eee 
Ohio: Jacksonville __- 200 e 
Cincinnati "5 Levelland | 40 
I a8 a 8 i eae 2, 074 Liford | 10 
DUD. 2 tAn ok dwt. bade ke tid 648 McGregor. __- | 12, 
Dayton ae 200 Mercedes __- 100 ; 
a eee SL ne aes 12 Panhandle | 10 
Portsmouth _ ___-___- Cyn ERE 190 Port Arthur. 132 
Oregon: Portland___._______- 398 en es 28 
Pennsylvania: Robstown__. 70 
Abington Township. _- 50 IE ao tec ane | 10 
I on sie nh nciccnwnn wicks 500 Rotan-_-_--_- 36 
NS ec ose 44 San Antonio--_.-_....._- 1, 500 
ea eof. a nae 90 Sinton 36 
Connellsville. ___.____- ses 100 epee £392 80 ete 4 
Rest Pitsehuren.......---hei.---246 100 or nae 2 
East Stroudsburg_______- Steen eee Terrell : : 140 
SCRE... <n. on es ok 100 White Settlement. _______|-...------ 100 
Jeannette eee ee ee 100 || Virginia: 
McKees Rocks. -__..._....|....----- 14 Charlottesville... ........|--......-- 225 
WOW oe ac Wall cal vas 50 Rican... ......~.- 6 
I ON 90 So 2 Roanoke Cates 2s 300 
Philadelphia_ ____._- bisahtecue 2, 230 South Norfolk_....--.- | | 30 


43777—_59—_9 
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List of places with outstanding applications for reservations, or with units 
reserved, but not yet under annual contributions contract—Continued 


| Applica- | Under Applica- | Under 





State and place | tion reserva- State and place tion reserva- 
pending tion pending tion 
West Virginia: | Puerto Rico—Continued | | 
Fairmont 100 Isabella | 200 | 
Huntington 500 Lares 80 | 
Wisconsin: Milwaukee ; SOS Las Marias a | 30 | 
Puerto Rico: Loiza. | 100 | 
Arecibo 300 Manati__. 200 | 
Barceloneta ; 1 Mayaguez 1 
Carolina 200 Ponce 500 | 
Cayey 250 Salinas 50 
Ceiba , 80 San Lorenzo | 200 
Guanico 150 San Sebastian 200 
Humacao 200 Yanco.- 250 | 


Mr. Stusser. My recollection is there are about 18,000 applications 
for which no reservation was made because we have no authority. 
There also are about 38,000 or 39,000 program reservations outstand- 
ing. The list of program reservations should be cleaned out. There 
are some on it that are actually dead. The list covers a period of 
10 years. Some of the reservations are held up for litigation or other 
local obstacle. Others because of site problems. Some because the 
locality has lost interest. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let me get this clear in my own mind. These 
are reservations that have been made for which no housing units are 
available for allocation ? 

Mr. Stusser. That would be true at the present time, yes, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. And while it contains some deadwood, at least 
some of them would be considered still active ¢ 

Mr. Stusser. That is correct. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Is that correct / 

Mr. Stusser. ‘That is correct. 

Senator Sparkman. Do you have any idea what percentage that 
would be, just roughly? I would not hold you to it. 

Mr. Situsser. You mean the attrition / 

Senator SparKMAN. The percentage that might be cleaned out—the 
deadwood that is in it. 

Mr. Stusser. I would say about a third. 

Senator SparkMAN. About a third? 

Mr. Stusser. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. Then if we take a third off, that is 13,000. 
That would leave 26,000 under reservation, and 18,000 new applica- 
tions. That would make a total then of 44,000 that you would consider 
active ? 

Mr. Stusser. I believe that the applications- 

Senator SparKMan. What? 

Mr. Stusser. Some of the applications would not be approved. 

Senator SparkMAN. What percentage? Would you make a guess? 

Mr. Stusser. I would say athird. About a third. 

Senator SparKMAN. That would be 6,000 off then and would cut 
it down to 38,000. So you havea backlog of 
Mr. Stusser. I would say somewhere around 30,000 to 35,000. 

Senator SparkMan. About 30,000 to 35,000? The Senate bill last 
year, as you recall, as it passed the Senate, carried 35,000 units new 
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authorization and picked up 10,000 that had been lost in this year’s 
allocation—or a total of 45,000. And was it not true we made that 
available over a period of 4 years? 

Mr. Stusser. I did not hear the question, Senator. 

Senator Sparkman. The public housing units that the Senate bill 
carried. As I recall, they were available over a period of 4 years. 
Was that correct ? 

Mr. Stusser. Available over a period of 4 years. And then I be- 
lieve it picked up the 1949 act and continued that 

Senator SparKMAN. No, not the Senate bill. Not the bill that 
passed the Senate. 

Mr. Stusser. Yes. That is right. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. The other was added in the House. 

Mr. Stusser. The bill that was 

Senator SparkMAN. I am not referring to S. 57 as it went to the 
President but as it passed the Senate. I am just trying to get clear 
on that. 

Mr. Stusser. Yes, I believe that is right. 

Senator SparkmMan. We provided for 35,000 additional units, new 
units, and picked up 10,000 that had been lost in the past year. And 
made them available over a period of 4 years. 

Mr. Stusser. That is correct. 

Senator SparKMAN. So if you had this backlog of 35,000, then you 
would only have about 10,000 more to go for new allotments, would 
you not ? 

Mr. Stusser. If they would all goto annual contribution. 

Senator Sparkman. I have tried to pull it down, you know. I 
took out all the deadwood with your figures. 

Mr. Stussrr. That would be correct. 

Senator Sparkman. So you would really be cleaning up the back- 
log to take care of urban renewal and other Government programs 
where people are moved out not of their own accord and where the 
cities are required by law passed by us to be certain that safe, sanitary, 
and decent housing is available. That is not a very big figure, is it, 
10,000 extra ? 

Mr. Stusser. That is right. 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Douglas. 

Senator Doveras. The discussion in these last few minutes has been 
so important that I would like to nail down for the record what I 
understand to be the facts—namely, that in the figures originally 
submitted, of some 18,000 public housing units for which applications 
were pending but no reservations made, and the 39,000 for which 
applications had been made and “reservations” have been made, that 


these apply to units not authorized under existing programs. Is that 
correct ? 


Mr. Mason. Correct. 

Mr. Stusser. That is correct. 

Senator Dovenas. I think this is very, very crucial. In other 
)Words, you have 57,000 units minus such attrition as may exist for 
public housing units which could not be taken care of unless additional 


authorization is provided for by the Congress and signed by the 
President ? 
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Hearing no denial, I assume that is correct. Mr 
Senator Carenarr. Is that correct? Let’s get the facts straight, oa 


Is that a correct statement ? Ok = 
Mr. Stusser. Iam sorry; I did not hear it. " Ser 
& e 


Senator CareHart. You did not hear? Mr 
Senator SPARKMAN. State your question again, Senator Douglas, a 


; ; Se 
for him to answer. He thought you were just making a statement. a , 
N . ce : ° “ ous 
Senator Doveras. I understand that the witness has testified that | ” Mr 
the 57,000 units for which applications are pending but no reserva- @ : 
” Ls e } 


tions made and which are also under reservation are units for which 

no authorization is provided in existing legislation. tary t 
Mr. Stusser. That is correct. Mr. 
Senator Dovue.as. And if any authorization is to be provided for er . 

them it would have to be by new legislation. Mr. 
Mr. Stusser. That is correct. Mr. 


Senator Capenart. Will the Senator yield ? en 
Senator Dovenas. Yes. eonners 
Senator Carenarr. In other words, the 110,000 or the 101,000 we | 2” 
have been talking about, you do have authorizations for those? en 
Mr. Stusser. That is correct. oe , 
Senator CareHart. But for the 57,000 applications that you have, Ser 


you have no authorization ? Mr 
Mr. Stusser. We have no authorization for the 57,000. oe 
Senator CareHartr. Unless you get new legislation ? my ” 
Mr. Stusser. That is correct. Mr, 
Senator Carenarr. And are you getting applications every day or} Q"" 
every week ? . 
Mr. Stusser. No, we have not had many in recent weeks. ‘ We have ~ thi 
been taking applications with the understanding that we would not } °0“" 


Sen: 


. saceetihT ae istrati 
make any reservations. “a 
Senator Capenart. How long ordinarily does it take from the time = h 
you get an application until the project is under construction ? ie 1 co 
Mr. Stusser. Well, that depends, Senator. If it is built on an open eee 


site, probably within 18 months to 2 years. If it is to be built ona but 1d 
slum clearance site, it probably is 4 or 5 years. 


“ ~ > this ow: 
Senator CAPEHART. Four or five years? 

“ee ~ ” not to ] 
Mr. Suusser. Yes. al 


Senator CarpeHart. Then if we discontinue the program for a year), . 
or two there will be a hiatus? A void? ; ya f 
Mr. Stusser. I think the Administrator stated in his presenta gry 
tion to you that there is the possibility that there may be some com} ).)"" ; 
munities where there is no public housing, and that in such com} q 
munities they would attempt to accomplish the housing of families fen * = 
which may be dislocated by urban renewal projects through the use M 
of housing that is presently there and available, in the private market.) "° 
Senator Doveras. Mr. Chairman, may I ask another question? a 
Senator SparKMAN. Senator Douglas. ie _— 
Senator Doveas. Just to develop this important fact. The Presi-}© Mr , 
dent in his veto message says that the bill is extravagant and much}, "°° 
of the spending it authorizes is unnecessary. I would like now to 
ask both Mr. Mason and Mr. Slusser as to whether they regard the 
authorization for 45,000 units of public housing as extravagant and 
unnecessary. 


did not 


housing 


that ws 
housing 
Sena 
year”? 
year? 
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Mr. Mason. Senator Douglas, the position of the administration 
is that we should have no new public housing this year. Therefore, 
obviously, the administration considers this spending unnecessary. 

Senator Dovetas. Then I take it that this is your opinion too? 

Mr. Mason. It is my opinion, Senator Douglas. 
a) Senator Doveras. May Lask Mr. Slusser, who is in charge of public 
| housing, whether this is his opinion ¢ 
at Mr. Stusser. My answer would be the same as that of Mr. Mason. 
- Senator Doueias. Are you unwilling captives? Or is this volun- 
‘h tary testimony on your part? 

Mr. Stusser. No, sir, we are representing an administration that 
has certain policies. 


~ Senator Dovetas. Does this represent your private conviction ? 
Mr. Stusser. I have given advice and guidance to the Administra- 
tor and to the President’s staff as well, and I have made known my 
recommendations to them. This is their policy, and I feel that I am 
committed to it. 
we 


Senator Dovenas. I as a Member of Congress ask you for your 
opinion. 

Mr. Stusser. I have no further comments to make. 
ve, Senator DovueLas. What ? 

Mr. Stusser. I have no comments to make other than I made in 
my testimony. 

Senator Dovetas. Are you claiming executive privilege ? 

Mr. Stusser. No. 


Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to appeal to the Chair 

on this. These gentlemen were invited by the committee to come 
oa down here and testify for the administration and explain the admin- 
NO} istration’s view about this. I do not think it is necessary for them 
to be called upon to state any private differences they may have 
me} with administration policy. 

It would not be surprising if from time to time a member of the 
pen} administration had a somewhat different view of a particular matter, 
M8) but I do not think an administration witness should be pressed to state 

} his own personal views. I beg my good friend from Illinois politely 
not to press for that. 
on Senator Doveias. Mr. Chairman, may I ask if this is a permissible 
y question? May I ask Mr. Mason if he was consulted in the prepara- 
t _| tion of the veto message / 
aa Mr. Mason. I gave advice to the people who prepared it; yes, sir. I 
~ did not prepare it. 


ali Senator Dovcias. Did you advise a veto of the public housing 

INES} features ? 

> US «Mr. Mason. Your question was did I advise a veto of the public 

rket. housing features ? 

} Sing features ¢ tere 
Senator Doveras. Yes, in view of the facts which you have just 

oot pgiven. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Douglas, the question was on the whole bill 
that was asked of me. The position of the administration on public 
1 the housing is that we should have no new public housing this year. _ 
aaa Senator Capenart. Mr. Chairman, may I ask: Why do you add “this 


pyear”? Does that mean you will be for more public housing next 
year ? 


nuch 
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Mr. Mason. Senator Capehart, the administration is aware, as we 
all are, of the problems of the citizens of this country. It has been 
trying to find, as this committee has been trying to find, a better way 
todo what we are doing currently. 

I am sure that it is no secret that on the matter of public housing 
there are many people who are rather violently opposed to it. 

One of our big problems in the public housing field is to get sites 
to build public housing units on. 

This is no secret to anyone. 

_ There must be some way that this program can be carried forward 
in a better way. The administration felt that with the program, with 
all the units that had been authorized being put in the pipeline so 
they could be built, and with the backlog existing in our cities—and 
this backlog exists in every one of our major cities today—that we 
could safely take 1 year’s breather and try to find some better way to 
do this job. 

Senator Carenarr. Do you understand that the administration 
might or might not be against public housing, any extended public 
housing, next year ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I do not think the administration has arrived 
at this answer yet. In our agency we have a very distinguished gen- 
tleman coming to work with us from New York, who I hope is going 
to put some time on this problem. I speak about Dr. Fisher, of Co- 
lumbia University, who is on a sabbatical leave this year and who will 
work for some 3 or 4 months for us to try to find answers like this 

Mr. Henry Talle, who is the assistant to me on this phase, this study 
phase, has had his staff working on answers to this problem. I know 
they have not come up with a desirable one, but they have pointed out 
many things that we could do better. 

Senator Caprnart. Frankly, what I am trying to find out is 
whether the administration is opposed to any further public housing. 
And I do not suppose you are ina position to answer that. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Capehart, all I can say is this year we are. 

Senator Carenarr. That this year they are opposed to it ? 

Mr. Mason. That I think the administration realizes the serious- 
ness of the problem of our citizens in this income range, that: it 
wants to find a better way to do this. We have many people living 


in public housing units today who are very unhappy in those units} 


but it is where they have to live. We have to find a better way to do| 
this part of it than we have done. 
We claim no distinction as being separate or different from you 


people. Your approach is that we should go on, and I am sure youl 


people are studying, as I know you are, improvements in the program. 
You are not going just ahead without consideration. 

But I just wanted to point out that we too were doing this. Ané 
our approach was, since we had this number of units in the pipeline) 
and since we had put these news units in the pipeline this year right 
up to what we could do as an evidence of good faith—we did no 
leave any out—that this was a possible time to sit down and see 1! 
we could find a better answer. 

Senator Sparkman. You do acknowledge, though, that there ar 
undoubtedly cities and towns in the country that want it, need It 
and now cannot get it? 





N 
this 
this 

S 

N 
this 
Ss 

ing 
law 
Gov 
that 
I 
that 
ing. 
M 
the 
V 
turr 
Si 
ata 
M 
Se 
neec 
M 
hous 
Se 
but 
up V 

Tl 
year 
ever 
peor 
or u 
line. 

J , 

peo; 
pipe 

Ti 

M 

Se 
floor 

M 
on tl 
come 

Se 
this 
just | 

Se 

Se 
here 
that 
plica 





)Us- 
t, it 
‘ing 
nits 
» do} 


you 
you 
ram. 


And 


>] ine! 


‘ight 
nol 
ee if 


> alt 
dit 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 127 


Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, there must be cities and towns like 
this, but do you know that over half of the public housing units in 
this country, as I understand it, are in the smaller cities of America? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. I was really pleased to see that this program has had 
this wide acceptance. 

Senator SparkMaAN. Yes. I think you are right. But I am think- 
ing of it now from a need, from almost a “must have” basis, due to a 
law passed by Congress saying that before we can proceed with these 
Government projects such as urban renewal and interstate highways 
that housing must be available to these people. 

I think statistics before us indicate that at least 50 percent of those 
that are displaced are people who would be eligible for public hous- 
ing. 

Mr. Mason. I do not want to argue, but I would like to state again 
the fact that there is a turnover in our public housing units. 

Wherever we have a pubic housing unit, there is bound to be some 
turnover, and this provides some of the facilities 

Senator Sparkman. Of course, those units are fixed. They are 
at a certain place. 

Mr. Mason. That is right. 

Senator SparKMAN. Unless that just happens to be the town that 
needs it, it is ust too bad. 

Mr. Mason. I was going to say that up to now the lack of public 
housing has not stopped any urban renewal project. 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Williams wants to ask a question, 
but may I make this comment before closing: You talk about using 
up what is in the pipeline. That that is the administration’s position. 

That is quite a contrast with the administration position year after 
year on foreign aid. I sit on the Foreign Relations Committee, and 
every year we spend 2 or 3 months on that, and every year some 
people say, “There are all of these billions of dollars in the pipeline 
or unused.” And the administration says, “But that is in the pipe- 
line. We must not cut down the pipeline.” 

I wonder why, when dealing with our people here at home and the 
people of the very lowest income, we do not mind cutting down on the 
pipeline? 

I do not call for any answer. I just offer that gratuitously. 

Mr. Mason. I would like to answer. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Williams has been trying to get the 
floor. If you want to say something, all right. 

Mr. Mason. I would like to say, Senator Sp: arkman, that the reason 
on these foreign funds is for the protection of this country, which 
comes first. 

Senator SpArKMAN. Oh, what is greater as a factor for protection of 
this country than the happiness and the welfare of its citizens? I 
just cannot conceive of anything transcending that. 

Senator Williams. 

Senator WiiuiAMs. In view of the facts that have been developed 
here on the numbers of applications that are pending and the fact 
that there is no authorization to take care of the public housing ap- 
plications and they are still coming in, I wonder if you would describe 
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the bill today as “the bill provides a whopping program of public 
housing,” Mr. Mason ? 

Mr. Mason. You are talking about S. 57? 

Senator WituiaMs. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. I think that S. 57 provided a whopping program, yes— 
a New England colloquialism, sir, which I am certainly guilty of. 

Senator SparKMAN. I think we understand it even in the Deep 
South. 

Mr. Mason. Well, it is Yankee I am sure. 

Because it had not only the immediate number of units but it had 
a lot of other units into the future. And we think that no matter 
what figure you arrive at as to how many units this might be, it is 
stilla largenumber. To the Yankee it is “whopping.” 

Senator WittiaMs. That is the way you describe it to Senator Dirk- 
sen in your letter. 

Mr. Mason. That is correct. 

Senator Wiru1ams. That received wide publicity. The letter of 
June 22. 

You also in that letter said, “The bill is full of bonuses for the big 
people.” 

Mr. Mason. Yes, I did. 

Senator WiiurAms. And you referred to the big cities, big builders, 
and referred particularly to the elderly housing program of direct 
loans and hoped that the present method of getting housing for the 
elderly people would bring forth the tremendous capacity of private 
enterprise into this field. 

Who would be the builders under the present system without the 
direct loan for elderly housing? The same builders I would think. 

Mr. Mason. Can I look to see whether I commented about elderly 
housing in this regard ? 

Yes, I did. “It helps big builders by providing a market for 
mortgages at par for cooperative sales housing, elderly housing, and 
other special programs.” 

Senator Witt1ams. What you want is to bring forth little builders 
to do this as distinguished from big builders? 

This was the letter that received wide publicity. and it seems to 
present more questions than answers. 

What does all this mean? 

Mr. Mason. Well. Senator Williams, this was a request to me from 
Senator Dirksen, and I did not write this letter for publicity purposes. 

Senator Witi1aMs. But it received wide publicity. 

Mr. Mason. He certainly is at liberty to use any letter I write him. 
I do not hold that back. 

This bill lets the banks have FHA handle their problems when they 
get. a mortgage that is a little bit sour. I not only refer to banks 
here. I refer to life insurance companies and others who are large 
holders of FHA loans. This legislation provides for that feature. 

This is not a widely publicized feature of the bill but it is a very 
dangerous one in my estimation in that it takes the responsibility for 
the contact between the lender and the borrower away from the local 
level and transfers it to Government in Washington, and I think this 
is unfortunate, and I think this is an advantage to these big lending 
institutions. 
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The bill provides in this big category for the person who invests in 
tax-free bonds, and these are our rich people in this country and not 
the poor people. 

Senator Wit1iams. How about the builders? I started off here 
concerned about the builders. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Wait now. I want to see if we haven't some- 
thing wrong there. We are still talking about elderly housing, are 
we not? The direct loan program ? 

Senator Witu1ams. That is where we started. 

Mr. Mason. I had gotten away from that. 

Senator SparKMAN. That was an appropriation, and that money was 
not obtained by bonds. 

Mr. Mason. No. I was referring in this case to the public housing, 
sir. I had gotten beyond the elderly housing, which was only part. 

Senator SparkMan. I thought you were talking about the direct 
loan program. 

May I ask this question: Suppose we did not have the par purchase 
requirement. Would your argument still hold good with reference 
to the elderly housing ? 

Mr. Mason. That it would be helpful to big builders ? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. If we did not have the par purchase requirement it 
would be less helpful, yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. It would be competitive generally, would it 
not? 

Mr. Mason. The par purchase requirement would be helpful to big 
business. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. I was wondering if it was the par purchase 
requirement that you were really shooting at there rather than the 
program itself. 

Mr. Mason. Thank you, Senator Sparkman. It was. 

Senator Witi1ams. And you also mentioned that it would be help- 
ful to big cities by requiring the Federal Government to accept urban 
renewal applications in the order of application. Big cities have 
staffs and are ready and no project can be rejected because of its size 
so a few big cities could take all the funds allocated. 

Is there not here too a backlog of applications for urban renewal 
funds and not all from big cities by any means? 

I know in my State there are 46 communities that are already in 
line, and nobody can get ahead of them with a new application now. 

Mr. Mason. Certainly there is a backlog as you say which would 
help to keep away from this business of eight cities in the United 
States taking all this money. But the city of Baltimore, Md., has an 
urban renewal program which could take all the funds that would be 
authorized for 1 year. It could not get them all because of the 
restrictions that you gentlemen have written in this legislation by 
States, but there is that kind of application that could get ahead of 
other people. 

Senator Wiitu1aMs. Even if we accepted the fact it could, we know 
as a fact it would not be taken by a very few of our greatest cities. 

Mr. Mason. Well, Senator Williams, we have in the administra- 
tion agreed to the provisions of Mr. Bush as written in his bill 
which does exactly what you say. It takes the intent and everything 
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that you wrote into the legislation and simply adds to it a little pro- 
tection to be sure that this does not happen. That is all. 

And I think this indicates our attitude on this. 

Senator Wiiuiams. I am taking too much time. I just want one 
further point to be made. 

Senator SparkMAN. All right, Senator. 

Senator WiLuiaMs. The veto message states: 

First, the bill is extravagent and much of the spending it authorizes is un- 
necessary. Its spending authorizations total a minimum of $2.2 billion. 

That estimate is a 40-year estimate, $2.2 billion to be spent in 40 
years. Is that not right? 

Mr. Mason. That is correct. 

Senator Witt1aMs. I could not find, and I scanned it again hastily, 
any place in the veto message where the fact that it is for 40 years 
is included. Does it appear ! : 

Mr. Mason. It is not in the message; no, sir. 

Senator Wiiiiams. There seems to be a misstatement that we are 
rushing out and spending this money immediately. The fact is it is a 
40-year estimate, and that does not appear in the veto message. 

Senator Caprnartr. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Capehart. 

Senator Carenartr. Again may I say, the President of the United 
States must depend entirely upon somebody to give him the informa- 
tion to write his messages, because there are not enough hours in the 
day for him to gather it. And I again want to say that what he says 
the American people have a right to believe is 100 percent factual. 

I just read a paragraph in your statement which is in the Presi- 
dent’s message a little differently, a practice which I think is very, 
very bad. 

You say: 

As indicated in the President’s message disapproving S. 57, the administration 
strongly recommends against a provision in the bill which would require the 
Agency to accept applications on a first-come, first-served basis. It would be 
quite possible for a few cities, only eight in the whole country, by quickly sub- 
mitting applications for large projects, to obtain virtually all of the available 


authorization. In the same fashion one or two cities could take a whole State’s 
allotment. If the requests for funds outrun the available supply, 


and so forth. 

The impression there is that eight cities in the United States could 
get all the funds. The fact is and should have been stated, if we are 
going to inform the people properly and honestly, that the law says 
that no State can get more than 1214 percent of the funds. 

Senator Busi. It would still be possible there. 

Senator Carenart. Well, it is possible, but this is 

Senator Busu. That is what it says. 





Senator CareHart. No, why did we not say what we meant? Why 
do we not state what the law was? 

I was against this proposal of first-come, first-served. I voted 
against it and offered an amendment to throw it out of the bill. I am 
still against it. I still think it is bad. But that does not mean that 
we are entitled to use language that can easily be misinterpreted as 
even this language can be here. 
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And the President’s veto I am sure he did not write and that he 
did not have the information. 

The law specifically says that no State can get more than 121% per- 
cent, which means, of course, that one city might get the 1 1214 per- 
cent within that State. 

But I read again here your statement : 

As indicated in the President’s message disapproving S. 57, the administra- 
tration strongly recommends against a provision in the bill which would re- 
quire the Agency to accept applications on a first-come, first-served basis. It 
would be quite possible for a few cities, only eight in the whole country— 

That would mean, I presume, one from each State, would it not? 

Mr. Mason. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Carenart. It goes on: 
by quickly submitting applications for large projects, to obtain virtually all of 
the available authorization. In the same fashion one or two cities could take 
a whole State’s allotment. 

My point is: Why did you not say that the law required that no 
State could get more than 1214 percent and therefore one city in a 
State might technically get t all the funds, and therefore, that eight 
cities might technically get all the funds? That is not the way it 
reads. That is not the w ay the veto message reads. 

And I say to you that a President, whether he be a Democrat or : 
Republican, deserves better treatment than that from his advisers. 
I said so when we had a Democratic President. I used to quarrel and 
quarrel and quarrel with speeches and statements that came up here 
which tried to mislead the American people. And I think it is very, 
very bad. And I want the record to show it. 

I do not know how long I am going to be around the U.S. S. Senate, 
but I do not like that sort of thing. I think it is bad. I do not know 
who is responsible for it. I would like to know. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Capehart, I am responsible for my statement - 
there. 

Senator Carenarr. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. And I have tried to have it factual, and I believe it is. 

Your question is the use of or in the field of semantics, and you may. 
well be a better judge of this than I, but I tried not in this statement 
anywhere to be in the framework of being exciting or sounding off or 
anything of this kind. 

I express to you and to other members of this committee that I 
would like to have housing legislation for the housing industry and 
for the people of this country and I did not intend to be inflamm: tory 
in any statements. 

I tried in that statement there to indicate to you just exactly what 
could happen. 

The proposal that Senator Bush has in his bill would cover this. 
It would still indicate that the committee wants to be sure that no 
project gets cut down, and so on, and this is my understanding, but 
that we could look after the smaller cities. 

Senator Carenart. I am against the “first-come, first-served idea. 
As I said, I offered an amendment to throw it out. 

Let me read the veto message. Others wrote this. I am talking 
about the President of the United States, putting him in a bad light. 
Reading the President’s veto message : 
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The way the bill is written, a few large cities, by making early application, 
could tie up all the funds available under the urban renewal program. 

Not a word about the fact that Indiana is entitled to 12144 percent— 
that no State can get, I mean, more than 1214 percent, even New York 
State. 

That ought to have been explained, because the inference here was 
that there was no limitation on it at all. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Capehart, I did not write the message. 

Senator Carenart. I understand that. 

Mr. Mason. But let me say that, as the chairman of our committee 
has pointed out, housing is a complex matter with a great many facets, 
and there are so many of these facets that if we explained in detail 
each statement that is made the message would be accused properly 
of being too long, I suspect. 

Senator Carenart. I have made my statement, and I am glad I did. 
I hope in the future people who help a President write a veto mes- 
sage or any kind of a message say exactly what they mean and that 
they do not use language which is easily misinterpreted. 

Mr. Mason. Let me say to you and to the members of this com- 
mittee that I did not intend this statement to be an inflammatory 
statement, that I intended it to be a factual one that explained how 
this could work and why the other provision was desirable. 

With that statement, I guess I will stop. 

Senator SparKMAN. If it isagreeable to the committee, we will stand 
in recess now and return at 2 o'clock. 

Is that agreeable with you gentlemen ? 

Mr. Mason. That is fine. Thank you, Senator. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to be 
reconvened at 2 p.m., this date.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator SparkMAN. Let the subcommittee come to order, please. 
Other Senators will come in, but I think we should get started. 
Senator Carenart. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Capehart. 

Senator CareHart. I just want to get back a minute to what 
we were discussing, and I want to put in the record a statement that 
I prepared, and also a list of 154 cities that have applications on 
record at the moment with the Urban Renewal Administration—at 
least, these are applications on record as of June 30—134 cities, totaling 
$272,192,572. 

Illinois has Alton, Chicago, and Galesburg. Indiana has Kingsford 
Heights, Michigan City, and Mishawaka. They are small cities and 
they are scattered. 

Senator SpaARKMAN. See what my State has. 

Senator CarenaArt. Florence, Huntsville, and Sylacauga. It must 
be a pretty good sized town. It is getting $479,100. 

Senator SparKMAN. They are all good towns. That is the kind we 
have. 


Senator Carenart. In Indiana, here, Mishawaka is getting $1,802, | 


569, so they are a little ahead of you. 


How does this compare with the statement that eight big cities could | 


get all the funds? 
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Mr. Mason. Senator Capehart, it is my understanding that the ap- 
plications on file would be handled in the order in which these ap- 
plications were filed if this new bill was passed which said everything 
has to be on a first come, first served basis; or if Mr. Bush’s bill were 
passed which says the essence of the law is this; the meaning of the 
Congress is this. 

What we are talking about is what will happen after these applica- 
tions are taken care of and the money given and the projects go for- 
ward. You are passing legislation which will affect not only the 
applications on file, but the new ones for years ahead. 

Senator Carenart. It would only apply, you think, to the new ones, 

years ahead ? 
' Mr. Mason. It would apply to new ones, yes, sir. These applica- 
tions on file are certainly a responsibility to be handled in accordance 
with the will of the Congress which, if the legislation of either 8. 57 or 
of the Bush bill passed, would indicate that they should be handled in 
that way. 

Senator CarenaArt. [ask unanimous consent that this be made a part 
of the record. 

Senator SparkMAN. Without objection, it will be inserted. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


UrBsan RENEWAL PROGRAM 


Title I capital grant contract authorization; applications on record as of 
June 30, 1959 


State and locality Amount requested 


es Gare RNS oe SS one Siena wee $272, 192, 572 
Alabama: 
IS be oan et eke beni aoe e abe eae bee 86, 667 
Huntsville ___- 


iui ee dh aah OAdbr nase nah aoueu ce Lan cee 500, 000 
ere ee ee ree 479, 100 

sade ihehen ep donncdaiediiwd cantata we dae nes 255, 700 
cies deen hs wehe accede sated ke 2, 497, 494 
sabiadaicciel Schutt nahieian Mena dae mathe 4, 663, 846 


Sylacauga_-_-_-_----- 
Alaska: Anchorage _ _ 
Arizona: Phoenix______-_-_- 
Arkansas: Little Rock __ _- 


California: 
RRR ioe Op Grin one cuan opuinee baa K anes eee Reese Eke 1, 936, 732 
IRN free ee oe ie og See oe ene 3, 028, 000 
NS OS Shc el cea aia gs gS cg ie ag Seo ae, we on on 368, 140 
Richmond ___-- 


Stet edinh Ctakeoaesemanicaaseact eases. 346, 184 


URINE 8 oto ot ee c ea Sade RSL esa sees esau 266, 436 


Santa Monica 


ee Te ee ee ee 2, 092, 333 
II ee a eee cpa Se Sebsscnskeceeees bceruwo 311, 111 
Vallejo_- iteteectecsreksieuctues oScesedegc sens 700, 402 

I ee 275, 251 

Connecticut: 
ch sive las oe ete Sita Wi it ms ies Seether a Sete ee 7, 952, 500 
Bristol... . . . . - Bese eae ek Soe in ae meh Noe Ae aie poe 3, 190, 000 
Danbury - - - ----- the Tsthobicchntaksbeucen® ivewbe 262, 414 


New Britain 


vew Britain. ___._.---- RcUudee shane talcsnciainteca ; 398, 651 
New Haven. 


cca bE Leaicd dea edchaaeaLSenn es aia: 1, 168, 723 


oN renee bene eecetoe Reb eye he i 484, 600 

NS nica neds bebneesewhswatnbeeeabune 5 105, 731 

District of Columbia, Washington _ - : 8, 000 
Florida: 


Gainesville 556, 468 


Tampa mieuhcete ; 789, 162 
Georgia: 
Atlanta _ _ _ _- ‘ é 2, 365, 266 


College Park- 
Decatur. -_-__- 
Douglas_--_ _- 
Fitzgerald. ____- 


adea tain tie a 437, 000 
MA ei eens 550, 000 

a : 6, 202 
ono eR Sie ate 356, 667 
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Title I capital grant contract authorizations; applications on record as of 
June 30, 1959—Continued 
State and locality 
Illinois: 
Alton _ —- 
Chicago - - --- 
Galesburg 
Indiana: 
Kingsford Heights c 126 : ‘ 335, 196 
Michigan City - - - : : : 374, 714 
Mishawaka _. ; 7 ‘ 1, 802, 569 
Kansas: Kansas City - -------- NS ate eae 843, 353 
Kentucky: 
Hopkinsville 


Amount requested 

a eee sedate. ing $33, 712 
Se ee ee ee ae , 8, 401, 275 
F . ; : : 76, 000 


ef ; , oe i 322, 000 


Louisville ___- i _ 11, 408, 587 
Maine, Bangor j ; ; ; 3 1, 375, 792 
Maryland, Baltimore_-__- 1, 045, 357 


Massachusetts: 


Boston Sip homie anita d 16, 263, 283 
Chelsea - - - ‘ ‘ 124, 994 
Fitchburg - - é ; - 1, 808, 233 
ee ee ee Fae ; 1, 108, 000 
Malden - ; + ake ; Fp db ats bimmatees 708, 482 
Plymouth ; 967, 873 
Michigan: 
Detroit a ; ee ae 2, 022, 260 
Hamtranck _ - , 1, 567, 911 
Hazel Park _ - aioe ws ; irs 105, 495 
Muskegon ‘ 493, 122 
Plymouth ' ; 425, 414 
Wayne Si one : ‘ 3, 000, 000 
Ypsilanti : 228, 973 
Mississippi, Cleveland $11, 726 
Missouri: 
Independence 953, 679 
Jefferson City . _ 617, 522 
Joplin 174, 747 
Kansas City —_ a 2, 000, 000 
Kirkwood 297, 200 
Mexico . . — ; 514, 000 
St. Louis $1, 659, 000 
St. Louis County 194, 307 
Nevada: Reno ; 108, 265 
New Jersey: 
East Orange 5 . oo 749, 890 
Franklin Township 417, 883 
Glassboro 414, 000 
Jersey City -- 330, 593 
Mount Holly_-_-- : 297, 126 
Newark J 8, 312, «00 
Oranve_ si 339, 101 
Perth Amboy : 102, 500 
Woodbridge i 910, 774) 


New Yor": 


Binvhamton 1, 132, 000 
Buffalo . 11, 216, 0008 
Glen Cove ee ; 1, 055, 318 
Huntington Piles hs 1, 020, (000 | 
Lewisboro é ‘ é . 246, 408 
Little Falls tei so ed bs 461, 271 
Lockport . os LS 744, 375 
Middletown__ : Se cr 7 941, 761 
Mount Kisco_-__- ee ee tee cee, AT | gs ae” 405, 669 9 
Newburgh tld ahead ale tiesto ; 866, 784 
New York SRT ak a RO cl 23, 641, 46) 
TE RRENOOTE 8 nw en eee eee nen=- : ee 31, 34 
SPUPUUIDACTRIAU nn ene ele ae 319, 88 





Nor 


Nor 
Ohi 


Ore 
Pen 


Vir; 


Wa 


We: 


Wis 


Pue 


the 
wa 





PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 135 


Title I capital grant contract authorizations; applications on record as of 


June 30, 1959—Continued 
State and locality 


ed New York—Continued Amount requested 
12 Rome ie ea a eT Ae Te as: Ss ‘i $766, 739 
75 Port Chester.........- ad ara etre nn RAT ot : 112, 486 
00 Sloatsburg_ ee : re oe etre ie 335, 244 
Suffern eee y ob 2 ; s. 360, 267 
96 Troy_- eR ; Suege tec te 820, 000 
14 Tustahesa......-—<...—. ; eee eee £3 407, 676 
69 White Plains__ 5 ; aa a se 5, 500, 000 
53 North Carolina: 
Durham__ , Sree Leki : : 1, 000, 000 
00 Greensboro : I tans ates Pala eB : y 2, 490, 000 
87 I i i No Sh antes BF cd Se athe gd 569, 000 
92 Laurinburg 5 200, 000 
57 North Dakota: Southwest Fargo ee ; 97, 349 
Ohio: 
83 Akron__- bets ee 1, 520, 000 
194 Cincinnati le Shc 779, 000 
33 Cleveland sae 547, 596 
00 Middletown : ’ : 2 899, 703 
182 Oregon: Coos Bay- = ee eee 270, 444 
73 Pennsylvania: 
Altoona Jape! 3 eee, ate a Rhed 966, 507 
260) Carnegie ee at ae 3, 700, OOO 
11 East Pittsburgh _- 2 7 3, 200, 000 
495 Homestead es 1, 065, 000 
129 McKeesport — -- : ea 807, 776 
414 *hiladelphia wee: 10, 042, 754 
DOO Pittsburgh : ; 5 : 16, 364, 523 
973 Pottsville Bech eae 687, 493 
726 Sharon i : : ; e ee E x 406, 536 
Sharpsburg f peeks 1, 810, 000 
679 Tarentum i . 2, 325, 000 
522 Turtle Creek_- 4, 750, 000 
747 Wilkes-Barre : 1, O88, 400 
000 Tennessee: 
200 Clinton iad oa : 5 oa age har tat ope 3 251, 500 
000 Knoxville_ ee ce eee : Se res mo ee 1, 600, 000 
000 Murfreesboro ; od < E ; 399, 681 
307 Waverly _-- : Sey ae eae a ‘ eee . 25, 367 
265 Texas: 
Clute ‘ Ed oat : Soi bea eke ’ 277, 586 
890 Corpus Christi Boe at ; 1, 850, 839 
883 Stanton 5 - : ‘ ee eee : : 223, 376 
00) weee La. Zhe ARS ba SI oD. Ee oe 1, 057, 660 
593 Virginia: 
126 Pe Settee eee eee iota loa, 977, 066 
«00 Hampton___- eae ae 4 : 297, 666 
101 Portsmouth : ; : ; 97, 722 
500 Boanokes. 2 bil. pe MG) Wi ee 11, 616 
774 Washington: 
; Seattle ene eee ca EE tetas f 2, 000, 000 
, 000 Tacoma__-___. oh ae f i 1, 007, 000 
000 West Virginia: 
, 313 NORA 8p G19 Spe pres 2 Se Se a 668, 000 
, 000 i ie wi La eel ear 1, 004, 600 
, 408 Wisconsin: 
, 20 Madison_____-_ SLOT sen : ; 332885 é 11, 700 
, 379 Milwaukee ______- $i, Uekhdy ted dct Adwbinkehes F 951, 133 
, 761 Panacea Fe ne ae a bie oP 122, 300 
, 669 
ie Mr. Mason. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I just want to say I think 
343 there has been some misunderstanding among some people that this 


, 88F wasso,and Iam glad of this opportunity to clear this up. 
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Senator Caprnarr. A misunderstanding of what? 

Mr. Mason. Some misunderstanding that we were going to put 
these applications that were already in somewhere, back, and make 
them apply over again. 

Senator Caremartr. You have no intention of doing that. 

Mr. Mason. It is not our intention but it would not be our privilege 
to dothat if we wanted to. 

Senator CareHart. In other words, you feel that the law that was 
vetoed would have required you to place the new applications behind 
the ones that are pending and have been accepted / 

Mr. Mason. Yes,sir. 

Senator SparKmMan. Mr. Mason, I appreciate your statement to 
the effect that it was not intended, but here is what the President 
said : 

The way the bill is written a few large cities, by making early application, 
could tie up all the funds available under the urban renewal program. The 
administration would be specifically prohibited from preventing this discrimina- 
tion against our smaller cities which have not yet entered the program or which 
do not have large planning staffs. 

I do not think there is any question but what these words, which 
the country accepted as being the President’s words, gave the im- 
pression that the funds were being made available under this bill 
would be sopped up by a few large cities; eight of them. His message 
did not say eight. Huis message said “a few large cities.” 

Your statement this morning said eight, said “virtually all,” and 
quite possibly that could be done. 

What we say here goes into the hearings and is more or less tem- 
porary, but this veto message is placed in the archives of history; 
and this is telling the country something in such a way that I just 
do not believe the people over the country will understand it does 
not present a true picture. 

Let me say here that is my principal objection to the President’s 
veto message. There were so many things in it that did not present 
a true picture to the people generally out over the country. And 
therefore I do not believe the people of this country have attained 
a true understanding regarding this housing legislation. 

Do you see the objection I raise and what Senator Capehart was 
objecting to this morning, that this sentence in the President’s message 
simply did not convey that kind of a picture: 

The way the bill is written a few large cities, by making early application, 
could tie up all the funds available under the urban renewal program. 

Senator Busn. Well, is that not true? 

Senator SparKMAN. No; we have just presented 134 cities, in prob- 
ubly 15 States or more. 

Senator Capenarr. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Capehart presented the list for the 
record. Those are ready to go. It is $272 million that would have 
come first, would have come before any other city could come in with 
an application. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, the $272 million—or whatever the 
figure is—would have come first. 

. Senator Spark ian. That is what I said. They would have come 
vst. 
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Mr. Mason. But from there on out, the language that has been 
discussed later in the Bush bill would be far more preferable. 

Senator SparKMAN. I understand your explanation of the last part 
but again I say that is not what the President says in his message. 

And another thing: Is it not true that we had the “first come, first 
served” program up until just last November? Up to November 1958, 
did we not have the “first come, first served” program / 

Mr. Waker. No, sir; I think until we put in what we now term 
rationing, we had what is now spelled out in the Bush bill. That 
would be feasibility. 

Senator SpARKMAN. It was first come, first served, with some little 
(liscretion, minimum discretion to the administration, was it not? 

Mr. Waker. Yes; I think that is a fair statement. I think an 
administrator would have to give preference to first come unless he 
could establish a desperate need in another place. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. Let me say this: I am not asking these 
questions in defense of the first come, first served principle. I am not 
trying to defend it. But what I am trying to do is to try to establish 
something that I have objected to strenuously, and that is the unfair 
manner in which the veto message was presented, which in effect gave 
not only an incomplete, but often an incorrect picture to the country. 

But I do not care about laboring that point any further. I think 
we might make headway by moving into the printed agenda, Mr. 
Zimmerman, the FHA program comes first, and I understand you are 
going to have to leave to catch a plane, so if we can work the FHA 
program out, it seems to me that would be to your benefit. 

What I would like to do is to take this up point by point. And as I 
said this morning, at first glance, it may seem tedious but I do not 
believe it will be because there are so many of them. We can run 
them through quite hurriedly. 

Senator Muskie has something before we start on this. 

Senator Muskie. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to delay getting into 
what you have just begun, but I would like to ask Mr. Mason a couple 
of questions relative to the veto message. 

I take it, Mr. Mason, that you and I are both practitioners of 
restraint. 

I wonder about these comparable figures in the veto message, rela- 
tive to the cost of S. 57 and the cost of the President’s program. The 
only figure I can find in the veto message bearing upon the cost of 
the P resident’s s program is $810 million. 

I am correct, am I not, in saying that this does not se the 
total cost of the administration bill, the administration budget recom- 
mendation ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Senator Muskie, I believe it represents the total cost of 
the administration bill, the long-term cost. 

Senator Muskir. What was the total authorization provided in the 
administration bill for urban renewal? Was it not $250 million a 
year for 3 years, and $200 million a year for the next 3 years! 

Mr. Mason. Since S. 57 was a 2-year program, the comparison was 
made for the same period of time, Senator Muskie. 

Senator Muskie. Then why do you use a 4-year period for public 
housing ? 

Mr. Mason. Because this was the one measure of the length of time 
of that program. 
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Senator Muskie. It sounds like a sort of double standard to this 
old Yankee, Mr. Mason. 

As I see these administration figures, you used the long period when- 
ever you could to inflate the cost of S. 57, and the short term when- 
ever you could, to deflate the cost of the administration program. Is 
that not the effect of the figures that you used ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Senator Muskie, this was not, certainly, the intent of 
our action. We were trying 

Senator Musktr. That is the effect of your action. 

Mr. Mason. We were trying to be factual in all the things that we 
have done. 

Senator Muskie. Totally factual, Mr. Mason ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, totally factual. 

Senator Muskie. Is there any figure in the veto message which indi- 
cates to the American people what the total cost of the administration 
program was / 

Mr. Mason. There is a figure in there for the comparable part of 
the administration’s program to the program of 8S. 57. This could 
be compared to other measures that have been introduced, such as 
what we call the “bob-tail bill” that was introduced early. 

Senator Muskie. But comparable to what, Mr. Mason? Is there 
anything in the veto message which suggests on what basis the com- 
parison is made ? 

Did the President in his veto message say this was the 2-year cost 
of the program? If he had, would he not also have had to say that 
the public housing figure was a 4-year figure ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Muskie, the words in the veto message are that 
comparable budget recommendations of the administration total $810 
million. 

Senator Muskie. But I know what the headlines of my Maine news- 
papers said. They said the President vetoed this bill in part because 
the cost of the program under this bill was $2.2 billion, and all the 
administration recommended was $810 million. The word “com- 
parable” did not appear in the headlines. 

Would it not have been more honest or at least more accurate for 
the President in his message to have pointed out what the total cost 
of his program was, the number of years involved, and to make the 
actual comparison, rather than to suggest that he was asking for 
only $810 million while we were asking for $2.2 billion ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, certainly everyone is entitled to their opin- 
ions. I did not write the newspaper headlines in your town. But 
the point was to have something that was comparable. 

Senator Muskie. Then why did you not state the basis of the com- 
parison ? 

Mr. Mason. Unfortunately, as I have indicated earlier, I did not 
write the veto message myself and have no control of how it was 
written. I realize that it would be desirable to have every feature 
of this pointed out, point by point. I think there comes a point in 
such papers where. they become too lengthy, and I do not want to 
guess why people did it as they did, but ‘if I were guessing, I would 
think they did it this way because this way made a shorter document. 

Senator Musxre. If I were to guess, Mr. Mason, my guess would 
be that it was presented in this way in order to’ suggest that the 
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Congress was asking for almost three times as much money as the 
President was with respect to the housing program. The people 
who wrote this message are aware of how headlines are written, and 
I do not consider this accurate or honest in any respect. 

I think that withholding the facts, withholding of a statement as 
to the basis for comparison, can be as dishonest as an outright mis- 
statement. And I would think that being a Yankee, you would see 
it the same way. 

Mr. Mason. Do you want me to answer more / 

My feeling, Senator Muskie, is the same. I believe that the peo- 
ple who wrote this message were trying factually to give facts about 
the costs of these programs for a compar: ‘able period. 

But even if we deleted this part of the program which goes for a 
long period of time, the public housing program, there would still be a 
substantial difference between the two bills. 

Senator Muskie. Let ustalk about that. What would be the 2-year 
cost of the public housing program ? 

Mr. Mason. I think, “Senator Muskie, that this is a question that 
would be pure guess. 

Senator Musktir. No; 
over this morning—— 

Mr. Mason. May I finish? It would be a complete guess for 2 
years, because of the business of getting these new units started. We 
have some figures. Whether you want this kind of figure or not, I 
would not be in a position to know. You can measure such a program 
only over the length of time that your obligation extends. 

Sen: stor Muskie. The urban renewal money is not going to be all 
spent in 2 years. 

Mr. Mason. It will be obligated then. 

Senator Muskie. All of it? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 

Senator Muskir. How much will be obligated ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Whatever amount is set up, I believe, will be obligated 
in the urban renewal program. There is not much question about 
applications. This money, you see, is set aside as soon as the applica- 
tion is approved. 

Senator Muskie. May I ask you this: What would be the amount 
obligated under the urban renewal program, the amount recommended 
by the President or the amount provided by S. 57 / 

Mr. Masow. It would be whatever the legislation provided for, 
Senator. 


Senator Muskie. In other words, the need does measure up to the 
larger figure? 

Mr. Mason. The need, the demand, the wish for urban renewal far 
exceeds, as we all know, any immediate figure that even S. 57 or any 
one of the programs has set. 

Senator Musxte. From the time an urban renewal project is ap- 
proved or obligated until the funds are spent, represents how long a 
period ? 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Walker, can you answer this? 
time—5 years or something like that. 

Mr. Waker. Senator, it varies with the town, the type of project, 
and the competency of the people administering the program locally. 
I would say anywhere from a 3- to a 5-year 


you had a figure in the statement you went 
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Senator Muskie. In terms of spending you cannot get a 2-year 
figure on urban renewal ? 

Mr. Wavker. But on terms of obligation, you can. 

Senator Musxm. But the veto message speaks of spending authori- 
zations, and you say the figure you gave for the administration bill 
was because you were using a comparable period of 2 years. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Muskie, the Bureau of the Budget earlier this 
morning explained—and this is one of the things that, as a business- 
man coming down here, I had to learn—that budget figures, whether 
we call it spending, whenever the money is put out, even if it is loaned, 
in the parlance of the budget it is spent: it is gone: it is expended. 

Senator Muskie. I agree with that, Mr. Mason, completely ; but the 
veto message does not say it. If you are going to authorize an urban 
renewal program for 6 years, as the administration requested initi: uly, 
then the cost of the program recommended by the administration is 
the total cost of the bill regardless of the period that is involved. 

What is the actual cost of the administration bill ? 

Mr. Mason. You are now talking about S. 612, the original bill? 

Senator Muskte. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. The bill that was introduced in January ? 

Senator SpARKMAN. $1,650 million, I think. 

Mr. Mason. Thank you, Senator Sparkman. That also included 
Ss. 65. 

Senator Muskie. And that figure does not appear anywhere in the 
veto message, does it ¢ 

Mr. Mason. No: it does not, Senator, and it does not because it is 
not comparable to the S. 57 bill. 

Senator Muskie. But the public housing figure is comparable be- 
cause there is no public housing. If there were public housing in the 
administration’s bill, then there would be a 40-year figure in that. 

Why did you not give comparable figures, public housing excluded, 
and then give the figure on public housing? Would it not have been 
more accurate / 

Mr. Mason. It certainly would have been a possibility to have done 
it this way. 

Senator Muskir. It would not have added greatly to the length of 
the veto message, would it ? 

Mr. Mason. But it would have been just as sensible to have taken 
each item separately. 

Senator Muskie. I might be inclined to agree with that. 

Mr. Mason. Which is what we did here this mor ning. 

Senator Muskie. That is all, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator SparKMAN. I think there is one other item you might refer 
to in this comparability, and that is one thing that I have often, in 
statements, tried to call attention to, the fact that it is almost impos- 
sible to compare these bills. 

Mr. Mason will recal]j that last January the administration actually 
had two bills, S. 65, which was a very short-term bill, and S. 612. 
And you would have had to combine the two in order to get the total 
amount of the original program. 

Then, later on, when the bill was being considered in the House, 
it was my understanding that the administration threw its support 
behind the Herlong bill, although I do not suppose that that was ever 
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official. The Herlong bill carried more money, I believe, for a com- 
parable period, than “did the bill that was agreed upon and sent to 
the White House. I think I am right in that. 

But now there is this in Mr. Mason’s statement this morning. In 
discussing college housing loan authorizations, you say, “Legislation 
to carry out this program, S. 1017, is pending in the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare.” 

There is nothing in the administration program comparable to that 
provision in 8. 57 that would provide a program for classroom con- 
struction. But there is another bill before another committee that 
could be used with comparable figures. 

If I understand correctly, it provides not for loans of $6214 million 
over an indeterminate period, but provides for grants in the amount 
of $500 million. 

It seems to me that if we had made one that was truly comparable, 
that bill should have been included in the figures and it certainly 
would have presented an entirely different picture. 

Another thing, Mr. Mason—this is technical, but nevertheless, you 
attribute to S. 57 40 years’ expenditures on public housing. During 
that time, that same 40 years, you do not charge the administration 
up with a dime, and yet you will not say here, as I understand, that 
the administration is not going to continue the public housing pro- 
gram if it catches up with this 100,000 that was in the pipeline. 

Mr. Mason. Yes, Senator, I will not say that the administration 1 is 
never going to have any public housing program. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. So if you do in the future, then that 
would be a comparable figure to be taken into consideration, too, 
would it not ? 

Mr. Mason. Whenever that time arises, that certainly would be 
true, but of course, it isn’t a cost of the administration bill. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Williams. 

Senator Wiiu1aMs. It seems to me as though you have the admin- 
istration up over $2.2 billion, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. I have always said their programs were bigger 
than ours, if they were all pulled together into one. 

Senator Wintiams. I just want to clarify one development this 
morning, referring to Mr. Mason’s letter to Senator Dirksen of June 
92. I received the i impression you considered your letter to be in an- 
swer to a request of Senator Dirksen. Is that right? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Dirksen asked me for reasons why I did not 
like the bill and for the differences and for the points—because with 
this letter, as you are aware beyond a doubt, there was also a disserta- 
tion upon the various different factors in the bill that were unac- 
ceptable to the Administration. 

Senator Witu1ams. And I have the feeling that the dissemination 
of the letter you felt emanated from Senator ‘Dirksen. It was w idely 
disseminated and widely publicized in the press. Is that your under- 
standing. 

Mr. Mason. It certainly did not come from me, yes, sir. 

Senator Witttams. I obtained copies by calling or having your 
agency called, and immediately was sent many mimeographed copies. 
Tr just wondered whether there might be something going on in the 
agency that you do not know about, because it was available on re- 
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quest there, and quite rapidly, I might say. I sent the copies im- 
mediately. 

Mr. Mason. You mean the day this was written / 

Senator Wintrams. No,no. The mimeographed copies. 

Mr. Mason. I have a feeling this has become a sort of document that 
Members of the Congress have wanted to get, and we have, as we al- 
ways do, provided such information to you. But it is not one that we 
circulated. 

Senator WiILu1AMs. It was, however, widely circulated. 

Senator SparkMAN. If you are ready, let us all take our work sheet 
and let us start with this. These items are numbered. I believe there 
are 110. 

I asked the staff to go through and pick the provisions of the bills 
out item by item. I though this might be a pretty good way to spell 
it out. The reporter w ill take down each item. We want a record 
established on each individual item. 

First is the FHA insurance program; and the item 1 is: 

1. Policy issue: 
Extension of FHA home repair and improvement program, and insurance 
ceiling. 
Existing law: 
A. Program expires Sept. 30, 1959. 
B. $1.750 billion. 
S. 57: 
A. Extend to Sept. 30, 1960. 
[ Sec. 101.] 
B. No change in ceiling. 
612: 
A. Make program permanent. 
[ See. 101.] 
Removes ceiling. 
[Sec. 102(a).] 
2378: 
A. Extend program to Oct. 1, 1961. 
[Sec. 101.] 
B. No change in ceiling. 
Senator SparkMAN. I think we can all agree that that is fairly 
stated. I do not believe there is much difference between us on that. 
The only thing is whether to make it permanent on a long-term or 
short-term basis. Is that not right, Mr. Zimmerman ? 

Mr. ZimMerRMAN. Yes, that is right, Senator. 

Senator SparkMAN. In the various columns there, can you state 
which one you would prefer ? 

Naturally, we must skip the first one, the existing law. It runs out 
September 30 of this year. 

Mr. ZimmerMAN. The Administration obviously prefers the pro- 
visions contained in S. 612, thinking that the program has proved its 
worth and should therefore, at this time, be made permanent; but it 
is, as the Senator stated, simply a question of whether you do it 
in increments, terms of 1 or 2 years, or whether you do it permanently . 

Senator Sparkman. I might say I can agree with you on that. I 
think if we do not make it permanent we ought to make it for at least 
5 years to give you a better working period. 

“Let us go to item 2. 
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2. Policy issue: 


Maximum insurable loan amounts for FHA sales housing—Sec. 203 of 
National Housing Act. 
Existing law: 
1-family, $20,000. 
2-family, $20,000. 
3-family, $27,500. 
4-family, $35,000. 


1-family, $22,500. 
2-family, $25,000. 
3-family, no change. 
4-family, no change. 
[Sec. 102(a) (1).J 
, 612: 
1-family, $25,000. 
2-family, $25,000. 
3-family, no change. 
4-family, no change. 
[See. 104(1).] 
93 78: 
Same as S. 612. 
[Sec. 102(a) (1).] 


Senator SpaRKMAN. To me, there was a great deal of difference on 
that. 

Let us see: In our bill we gave $22,500 for one family. The ad- 
ministration wants $25,000. The only difference is just in the one- 
family house. You still would prefer the $25,000? 

Mr. ZimMeERMAN. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. The S. 612 provision ? 

Mr. ZrimMERMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator SpARKMAN. By the way, if any member at any time wants 
to speak up, feel free to do so. 

Senator Muskie. Mr. Chairman, do you want to ask the witnesses 
whether they would accept, in each instance, the provision in 8. 57? 

Mr, ZimMerMAN. Perhaps Mr. Mason should speak to this, but I 
think you will find in the detailed addendum to his statement this 
question is answered in each of the items on the agenda. 

Is that right, Mr. Mason ? 

Mr. Mason. ‘Senator, we have tried very hard to explain our posi- 
tion on each one of these items, and there are many places where 
We say we are pretty sure we can convince the administration to take 
different provisions than we asked for originally. 

Senator SparsMan. The $22,500 was the compromise figure that 
was, as I recall, worked out in the committee on S. 57. And again, 
it does not make a great deal of difference to me. 

T do not think that would be a stumbling block, certainly. 

Next is item 3. 


TR 


TR 


3. Policy issue: 
Minimum downpayment for FHA sales housing. 
Existing law: 
Up to $13,500, 3 percent. 
$13,500 to $16,000, 15 percent. 
Over $16,000, 30 percent. 


Up to $13,500, 3 percent. 
$13,500 to $18,000, 10 percent. 
Over $18,000, 30 percent. 
[See. 102(a) (2).] 
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S. 612: 
No provision. | 
S$. 2378: 
Same as 8, 57. | 
[Sec. 102(a) (2).] 
Senator SparKMaANn. Which one of those do you prefer / 
Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, we recommended against the 35- 
year term. 
Senator SparKMAN. This isthe one above. 





Mr. Mason. I am sorry. “1% 
Senator Sparkman. I fact, I believe in S..2378 you say the same as : 
S.57. Isthat acceptable ? Pa 
Mr. ZrmmerMAn. On this item No. 3, sir, the administration does e 
oppose this further liberalization of the down-payment. requirement. ” 
As an economic stimulant for antirecession purposes, the loan value ; 
ratios were liberalized in the spring of 1958 in the so-called Sparkman 9 
or emergency housing bill, with the principal benefit to the lower sh 
middle price ranges. The proposed further liberalization for higher- : 1 
priced homes under the terms of S. 57 would cut in half the pre- be 
emergency housing bill down payment for an $18,000 home from ris 
$1,800 downpayment to $900 downpayment, with a similar $900 re- Pn 
duction for prices above this level up to the statutory ceiling on - 
mortgage amounts. With the new private construction activity pres- I S 
ently near 1,400,000 annual rate, there is in my judgment no need for ™ 
liberalization of loan amounts as a stimulant to additional new 2 
construction. ' 
Senator SparkKmMAN. However, if you will notice in the work sheet 4. P 
there, the Bush bill carries the same provision as S. 57. 3 
Mr. ZimMeERMAN. I know that it does, sir. | Bris 
Senator Carenart. Which one are you recommending ? 
Mr. Mason. That is one of the three point in the bill where I think 8. 57 
there isa difference between the administration 
Senator SparKMAN. Only three? 
Mr. Mason. I believe so. S. 61 
Senator Carenart. Which one are you recommending on this No. 34 ro 
Mr. ZimMERMAN. We are recommending that no change be made in . = 
the downpayment. 
Senator Carenart. You want to keep the law as it is? | @, 
Mr. ZimMERMAN. Yes. ace 


Senator Capenart. I see. M 





Senator SparKMaNn. All right, now let us go on to the next. C. 
Senator Carenart. The Bush bill, though, that you just wrote and a , 
introduced said you were going to be for S. 57. . nes 
Senator Busn. No; that was my compromise to the situation. | o 
Senator Sparkman. That you would accept it, we will put it that Se 
way. \] 
Senator Carenart. I mean S. 2378 calls for the same as S. 57. 7 
Senator Busu. That is right. 5. Po 
Senator Carenarr. You now say you do not want that but you Exist 


want it to stay as it is? 

Mr. ZimmerMaAN. As Mr. Mason indicated, there are about three 8. 57: 
major objections that the administration has to Senator Bush’s bill. 

Senator Capenart. I see. 

Senator Busn. And this is one. 
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Mr. ZIMMERMAN. This is one. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Oh, this is one? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. Not a very big one, but you see it is one. 

Senator Sparkman. I should not think it would be a big objection, 
and I am somewhat surprised. Of course, this downpayment is not 
mandatory. It gives you the right to lower it to that; is that not 
right, the way the bill was written ‘ % 

Mr. Mason. That is right. 

Senator SpARKMAN. And even in the present law, where there is : 
3-percent downpayment on mortgages up to $13,500, you do not have 
to have that, do you? You could increase it if you wanted to? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Then as long as it is left with that elasticity, 
it seems to me that it would be a good thing. If we got to a tight 
place and it needed some stimulating, you would have the power 
to lower the downpayments. But you would not have to unless you 
decided it was in the interest of the economy and a good housing 
program to do so. 

Mr. Mason. Do you wish me to comment on that? 

Senator Sparkman. I do not know whether you need to comment. 
I was just stating my own views 

Mr. Mason. I thought you were. 

Senator Sparkman. Let us goto No. 4. 

4. Policy issue: 
Acceptance of VA inspection as sufficient to warrant a “new construction” 
loan-to-value ratio. 
Existing law: 
a FHA does not accept VA inspections. 
S. o8t 
Permit FHA to accept VA construction inspections in connection with its 
mortgage insurance program on section 203 sales housing. 
[Sec. 102(a) (3).] 
612: 
No provision. 
S. 237! 
Sante as S. 57. 
[Sec. 102(a) (3).] 


Senator SparKMAN. As I recall, in our conference committee you 
said you could accept this? 

Mr. Mason. We could. We have no objection to it. 

Senator SparKMAN. I believe you did that on No. 3. My recollec- 
tion is that in conference committee, you did not argue too strongly 
against it. We will not argue against it. 

Senator Carenarr. What did they do on No. 4? 

Senator SparKMAN. They said they would be willing to take that. 

All right, No. 5. 

5. Policy issue: 
Maximum maturity of mortgages insured by FHA. 
Existing law: 
os Maximum maturity 30 years. 
8.06: 
Increases maximum maturity on FHA sales housing from 30 to 35 years 
(secs. 208, 220, 222, 809, and 810). 
[See. 102(b).] 
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S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 
Senator SparKMAN. That is the 30 to 35 years. You do not want 
that, as I understand it? 
Mr. Mason. That is correct. 
Senator Carenarr. Do you want to stay with the present law ? 
Mr. Mason. We feel the lending industry is not ready yet for 35- 
year mortgages. 
Again, as the Senator pointed out in regard to the other provisions, 
this is discretionary. 
Senator SparKMAN. Both with you and the lender ? 
Mr. Mason. It isentirely discretionary with the lender. 
Senator SparKMAN. Allright. Let us goto No. 6. 
6. Policy issue: 
Facilitate “trade-ins” of old houses for new under FHA insurance pro- 
grams. 
Existing law: 
Nonoccupant owner receives 85 percent of mortgage amount permitted 
an owner occupant. 
8. 57: 
Permit owner occupant and nonoccupant owner the same ratio of loan to 
value, provided that 15 percent of mortgage amount is placed in escrow for 
18 months or until property is sold, whichever occurs first. 
[See. 102(a).] 
S. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 104(2).] 
S. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[Sec. 102(b).] 
Senator SparKMAN. You are willing to take S. 57 on that? In fact, 
we were together on that all along. 
Mr. Mason. Yes; we were. 
Mr. ZimmerMAN. Senator, I am sure you did not intend to skip 
No. 5? 
Senator SparkMAN. We took that. He said he preferred the ex- 
isting law. 
And No. 7 is: 
7. Policy issue: 
Maximum insurable loan amounts for housing in rural and outlying 
areas (National Housing Act, sec. 208(i) ). 
Existing law: 
$8,000. 


S. 57: 

$9,000. 

[See. 103(1).] 
S. 612: 


No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[Sec. 103.] 
Senator Capenart. Which do you prefer? 
Mr. Mason. On No. 7, Senator, while we did not originally go for 
this, we believe that this would be acceptable in legislation that would 


be prepared. 
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Senator CAPEHART. = accept S. 57? 
Mr. Mason. Yes, sir; S. 57 in this regard. 
Senator SparKMAN. No. 8. 


8. Policy issue: 
Sec. 203(i) insurance on existing dwellings. 
Existing law: 
FHA is not authorized to insure mortgages on existing dwellings. 
S. 57: 
Permits FHA to insure loans on existing structures under sec. 203(i) pro- 
gram. 
[See. 103.] 
S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 103.] 


Senator SparKMAN. That falls in the same category, _— 4 not ? 
Mr. Mason. We have no objection to your proposal in S. 
Senator SparkMAN. All right. No. 9. 
9. Policy issue: 
Insurance ceiling authorization on “farm homes” insured under sec. 203 (i). 
Existing law: 
$100 million maximum insurance authorization. 


S. 37: 
Remove ceiling. 
[See. 103.] 

S. 612: 
Same as §. 57. 
[Sec. 102(c).] 


hi 


92 


2378 


n P 


S: ime as S. 57. 
Sec. 103. 


Mr. Mason. This we were both in favor of. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is right. 

Senator Capenart. S. 57? 

Mr. Mason. S. 57 and the administration’s bill both had this pro- 
vision. 

Senator SpAaRKMAN. No. 10 is next. 


10. Policy issue: 
Maximum amount of mortgage under FHA, sec. 207 (regular rental) 
program. 
Existing law: 
$12,500,000 per mortgage. 
S. 57: 
Increase to $20 million. 
[See. 104(a).] 
; 612: 
No provision. 
. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 104(a). J 


Mr. Mason. Weare in agreement on this. 
Senator SparKMAN. Allright, No. 11. 


TR 
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11. Policy issue: 
Maximum insurable amounts under FHA regular rental housing program— 
National Housing Act, sec. 207. 
Per unit 
Per if under 
room 4 roome 


Existing law: 
$2,250 $8,100 


IN CIN masta emer eninm ee eaten ie meereree a $2, 2% 
eres ehig ee a Ce 2, 700 8, 400 
UE RUIN, NE oi cicero meiner eset COM weiectoas 
=. 6: 
SIRI Ts catia emnasinengretertinaitae iiwaaaen: eee ae 
I ale Cachan ewan aetna tina 3,000 9,400 
Ira IRE URONIC NN si cn neni One ness enti a Se 
[Sec. 104(b).] 
S. 612: 


No provision : 
S. 2378: 
Same as 8. 57. 
[ See. 104(b).] 

Senator SparkMAN. On No. 11 there is little difference. What is 
vour opinion on No. 11? 

Senator Carpenart. You did not take No. 10. 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, he said we were in agreement on No. 10. 

Mr. Mason. On No. 11, Senator, we would accept it as part of legis- 
lation which we think would be acceptable, although we did not 
propose it. 

Senator SpaARKMAN. Let me see—we were together on No. 9? 

Mr. Mason. We were together on Nos. 9 and 10. 

Senator Sparkman. All right, and No. 11 you would accept. 
There was not a great deal of difference between us. 

Mr. Mason. They y are very much alike. 

Senator Sparkman. And No. 12. 
12. Policy issue: 

Maximum insurable amounts for trailer courts or parks—National Housing 

Act, sec. 207. 

Existing law: 
$1, 000 per space, 
$300,000 per mortgage. 


8S. 57: 
$1,500 per space. 
$500,000 per mortgage. 
[Sec. 104.] 

S. 612: 
No provision. 

8. 2378: 


- =o 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 104(b).] 
Senator SpaRKMAN. You did not have anything on that. The Bush 
bill has the same as S. 57. 
By the way, I saw an article in the paper yesterday or the day before, 
I think, showing that 3 million people now live in trailer parks. I 
think it might be well to put that in the record at this point, because I 
think this is interesting. The number of trailer homes has risen from 
300,000 to about 1,200, 000 last year and some 3 million Americans now 
live in about 13,000 trailer courts. I thought it was rather interesting. 
I am going to put it in the record. 
(The document referred to follows :) 
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[Montgomery, Ala., Advertiser, July 20, 1959] 
TRAILER HoME BECOMES PART OF U.S. SCENE 


New YorK.—The house on wheels is playing an active part in America’s 
changing scene. 

Since 1950 the number of trailer homes has risen from 500,000 to about 1,200,- 
000 last year, and some 3 million Americans now live in about 13,000 trailer courts. 

The trailer has come a long way since the 20-footer of the early 1930’s which 
was used mainly for travel and camping trips. Today the average trailer is about 
50 feet long and 10 feet wide (highway regulations), and has a kitchen, bath, 
living room and one to two bedrooms. There even are split-levels which add an 
extra bedroom to the van. Prices run from $3,500 on up, and most mobile homes 
come fully furnished and equipped. 


SKILLED WORKERS 


Two-thirds of the people who live in trailer parks are skilled workers, profes- 
sionals, or are retired. New industrial plants, and military and missile bases are 
some of the bigger attractions for trailer courts. 

Despite the great improvement in efficiency and comfort of mobile homes, 
trailer parks have stood still. According to Architectural Forum, “trailer parks 
look as mean and makeshift as they did in the early postwar era.” 

There are many exceptions. Forum said, particularly in resort areas of Cali- 
fornia, Arizona and Florida, which together claim about one-third of all parks 
in operation. 

CLUTTERED “BARRACKS” 


However, the majority, built on a shoestring and run as a “mom and pop” 
business, are laid out on barracks-like grids, are treeless, devoid of open space, 
overcrowded, cluttered with wire and TV antennas, and indifferently maintained, 
the professional magazine noted. 

It Ceclared that these dismal trailer parks present a growing problem to com- 
munities which now can neither wish them away nor ignore them. 

Historically, it pointed out, cities and towns have done just that: They have 
either excluded trailer courts entirely from their boundaries, or consigned them 
indifferently to industrial and commercial zones where, with few restrictions, 
they were free to fester with other eyesores. 


Senator Carenartr. Which do you recommend on No. 12? 
Mr. Mason. On trailer courts or trailer parks, we would be happy 
to accept S. 57. 
Senator SparKMAN. Allright. No. 13. 
13. Policy issue: 
Maximum interest rate under FHA sec. 207 program. 
Existing law: 
Fixed by statute at 4% percent. 


"Increase to 514 percent. 
[See. 104(¢).] 
, BF 


R 


Increase to 544 percent. 
[Sec. 106.] 
$. 2378: 
Same as S. 612. 
[See. 104(c).]J 


Senator SparKMAN. We took your figure on that, did we not? 


Mr. Mason. Not quite, Senator. You compromised this in con- 
ference, I am sure. 


Senator CAPEHART. Which one do you take now ? 


Mr. Mason. We prefer the original request, of course, and we 
think you came awful close to it. 


Senator Capgenart. Which one do we put OK on, then ? 
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Senator SparKMAN. I think that will be a matter for discussion 
within the committee. 
Senator Busu. He wants to know what Mr. Mason thought. 
Senator Sparkman. He said he would prefer the 51% percent. 
We discussed that. We have the same problem up in the spring. 
Mr. Mason. Our preference on this, as you know, is based on the 
fact that this would make it comparable to our other ceilings, not 
that we want to go necessarily to this higher limit immediately. 
Senator SparKMAN. Allright. No. 14. 
14. Policy issue: 
Payment of service charge by mortgagor in loans assigned to FHA. 
Existing law: 

Mortgagees have option of assigning project mortgages in default to FHA 
and taking a reduced amount of debentures rather than foreclosing and 
conveying project to FHA. If mortgage is so assigned, mortgagor is not 
obligated to pay insurance premium since the mortgage, while held by 
Commissioner, is not insured. 


S. 57: 
Permits FHA to assess service charge against project mortgagors in 
default if mortgage is assigned to FHA. 
[See. 104(d).] 
S. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 106.] 
S. 2378: 


Same as §. 57. 
[Sec. 104(d).] 
Senator Muskie. Mr. Mason, could I ask a question ? 
Mr. Mason. Yes. 
Senator Muskie. Would this increase in the interest rates be help- 
ful to the big bankers, or to whom ¢ 
Mr. Mason. This would be helpful to all bankers and would also 
help the building industry. 
Senator Muskie. The big ones or little ones ? 
Mr. Mason. And individual buyers to get houses. 
Senator SparKMAN. We were already together on No. 14, were we 
not ? 
Mr. Mason. Yes, we were. 
Senator SparKMAN. No. 15. 
15. Policy issue: 
Elderly housing under FHA, sec. 207 (regular rental) program. 
Existing law: 
FHA may insure mortgages secured by elderly housing projects. 
S. 57: 
Delete all provisions relating to housing for elderly persons and establish 
new mortgage insurance program for elderly in new sec. 231. 
[Sec. 104(e).] 
S. 612: 
Same as 8. 57 (except new program established in new sec. 229). 
[Sec. 106.] 


Ree 


ame as 8S. 57. 
[See. 104(e).] 
Senator SparKMAN. You agreed with us except as to section 209 
housing ¢ 
Mr. Zimmerman. I think this item on the agenda today is to pro- 
vide for the deletion of elderly housing and we will take it up later. 
Senator SparkMan. Allright. No. 16. 
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16. Policy issue: 
Maximum amount of mortgage under FHA, sec. 213 (cooperative hous- 
ing) program. 
Existing law: 
$12,500,000 per mortgage. 
S. 57: 
Increase to $20,000,000 per mortgage. 
[ See. 105(a).] 
8. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[Sec. 105(a).] 


Senator SparKMAN. We put it to $20 million and the existing law 
is $12.5 million. 
Mr. Mason. We have no objection. 
Senator SrpARKMAN. No. 17. 
17. Policy issue: 
Maximum insurable amounts for multifamily cooperative housing—FHA, 
sec. 213. 
Existing law: 
See No. 11, above. 
8. 57: 
See No. 11, above. 
| See. 105 (b).J 
S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as 8S. 57. 
| See. 105(b).] 


Mr. Mason. This is different than we believe the present statutory 
limits are adequate, but we would just as soon have this provision of 
yours. 

Again, this is a ceiling. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. No.18. 

18. Policy issue: 
Maximum loan ratio for cooperative housing—FHA, sec. 213. 
Existing law: 
90 percent of replacement cost (95 percent if 1%4 of cooperators are vet- 
erans. 
8.57: 
97 percent of replacement cost. 
[ See. 105(b).] 
8. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[ See. 105(b).] 


Mr. Mason. We would be happy to accept the S. 57 requirement. 
Senator SPARKMAN. No. 19. 
19. Policy issue: 
Inclusion of community facilties and commercial facilities as security 
under cooperative housing mortgages—FHA sec. 213. 
Existing law: 
Inclusion permitted only for consumer-sponsored management-type co- 
) operatives. 
S. 57: 
Would include community facilities in sales-type cooperative housing 
mortgages and community and commercial facilities in investor-sponsored 
P. management-type ccooperatives. 
[Sec. 105(¢).] 
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S. 612: 
Would include both community and commercial facilities under investor- 
sponsored management-type cooperatives. 
[See. 108(2).] 
S. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 105(c¢).] 
Senator SparkMAN. AsI recall, we were almost together. 
Mr. Mason. We would accept your provision, sir. 
Senator SparkMAN. Allright. No. 20. 
20. Policy issue: 
Maximum interest rate under FHA sec. 213: 
(1) Management-type cooperatives. 
(2) Sales-type cooperatives. 
Existing law: 
4% percent. 
5 percent. 


S. 57: 
(1) Increase to 514 percent. 
[Sec. 105(d).] 
(2) Increase to 584 percent. 
[Sece. 105(d).] 

S. 612: 
(1) Increase to 54% percent. 
[Sec. 108] 
(2) Inerease to 6 percent. 
[See. 108.] 

S. 2378: 


Same as S. 612. 
[Sec. 105(d).] 

Same as 8S. 612. 

[Sec. 105(d).] 

Senator SparkMAN. We had two types, one for management-type 
cooperatives. 

Well, the present law has that, too. Again we have that one-fourth 
percent difference. 

Mr. Mason. Our position on this is exactly like the other. We 
would prefer everything on the same basis. 

Senator SPARKMAN. 5S. 612. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, on the question of item No. 20, you 
have 514 percent in here, in S. 57, but in housing for the elderly we 
have a rate of 514 percent which the committee agreed to. 

The purpose of raising the lid there is to attract private money into 
the mortgage lending business. And I think to be consistent about it, 
we ought to use the 514 percent rate which, as you said a little while 
ago, is discretionary, is simply ceiling. In order not to deter the pro- 
gram or to hold it back, it would seem, to me to be consistent to put 
it up to 51% percent all the way through. 

Senator SparkMAN. That will be a point to take up in the executive 
session. 

Senator Busu. Just as long as it was mentioned in passing, I would 
hke to make that observation for the record so we do not forget it. 

Senator SparkMAN. Yes. No. 21 is next. 


21. Policy issue: 


Eligibility of existing structures for cooperative housing—FHA sec. 213. 


Existing law: 
Applicable to new housing only. 
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BOs 
Extend to existing structures acquired by consumer cooperatives. 
[See. 105(e).] 

S. 612: 

No provision. 

S. 2378: 

Same as §. 57. 
[See. 105(e).] 


Mr. Mason. On No. 21, Senator Sparkman, the administration had 
some qualms about this, but would accept it. It is not a major matter. 
Senator Sparkman. All right, sir. No. 22. 
22. Policy issue: 
Maximum insurable loan amounts, under FHA, for Alaska, Guam, and 
Hawaii. 
Existing law: 
May be 50 percent higher than amounts generally applicable. 
S. 57: 
Clarifies statute to make 50 percent increment apply to high-cost area 
limits as well as basic units. 
[See. 106.] 
8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 109.] 
. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 106.] 


Senator SpaRKMAN. We were together on that originally, I believe. 
Mr. Mason. We certainly were and still are. 
Senator SparKMAN. Allright. No 23. 
23. Policy issue: 
FHA general mortgage insurance authorization. 
Existing law: 
Approximately $29.8 billion. 
es 
Increase authorization by $5 billion upon enactment, if before July 1, 1959, 
and by $5 billion on July 1, 1959. Portion of new authority unused at June 


30, 1959, may not be added to revolving fund. 
[See. 107.] 


wR 


8. 612 


Would increase by $6 billion upon enactment. 

[See. 1 of S. 65.] 

Would remove the limitation completely. 

[Sees. 102 (b) and (d) of S. 612.] 

§S. 2378: 

Increase authorization by $5 billion upon enactment, and by $5 billion on 
Sept. 1, 1959. Portion of unused authority on Aug. 31, 1959, may not be 
added to revolving fund. 

[See. 107.] 


Senator SparKMAN. We have been together all along, until finally 
you recommended, I believe, lifting the ceiling altogether. That was 
your last recommendation, as I remember it. But our committee, I 
believe, gave you your original figure; I am not sure. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, we would accept either kind of a proposal, 
as we said. 

Senator SparKMAN. I do not have any strong feeling on it, because 
all of us want the authorization kept alive. 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. Allright. No. 24. 


43777—59——11 
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24. Policy issue: 
Repeal of obsolete provision. 

Existing law: 

Permits transfer of fees from an expired program to fund of an existing 

program. 

oss 

Repeals provision. 

[Sec. 108.] 
S. 612: 

Same as 8. 57. 

[See. 110.] 
. 2378: 

Same as S. 57. 

[See. 108.] 


Senator SpaRKMAN. We were together on this. 
Mr. Mason. We were together on this at the start. 
Senator SpARKMAN, No. 25. 


TR 


) 


25. Policy issue: 
Maximum insurable loan amounts for sales-type housing in urban renewal 
areas—FHA sec. 220. 
Existing law: 
1-family, $20,000. 
2-family, $20,000. 
3-family, $27,500. 
4-family, $35,000. 
($7,000 for each unit in excess of 4.) 


1-family, $22,500. 
2-family, $25,000. 
3-family, $30,000. 
4-family, no change. 
($7,000 for each unit in excess of 4.) 
[See. 109(a).] 


1-family, $25,000. 

2-family, $25,000. 

(No dollar limitation for 3- to 11-unit homes.) 

{See. 111.] 
S. 2378: 
1-family, $25,000. 
2-family, $25,000. 
3-family, $30,000. 
4-family, no change. 
[Sec. 109(a).] 


Senator SparkMAN. I think we had the same differenes here that we 
had in the one a while ago, did we not ? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. And you prefer the $25,000, $25,000, and 
$30.000. Isthat right? You prefer the Bush bill? 

Mr. ZimmerRMAN. Yes. That is right, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. No. 26. 


26. Policy issue: 

Minimum downpayment on FHA saleshousing—FHA sec. 220. 

Existing law: 

See No. 3, above. 

S. 57: 
Same as No. 3, above. 
[See. 109(a).] 

S. 612: 

No provision. 

S. 2378: 

Same as 8. 57. 
[See. 109(a).] 


me 
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Senator SparKMAN. You had nothing on that. 

Mr. Mason. We would accept this. wer, 

Senator SparkMAn. I think you would accept No. 26, which is sim- 
ilar to what is in the Bush bill. No. 27. 


o”7 


27. Policy issue: 
Facilitate “trade-ins” of old houses for new under FHA Sec. 220. 
Existing law: 
See No. 6, above. 
8. 27: 
See No. 6, above. 
[See. 109(a).] 


TR 


612 
No provision. 

S. 2378: 

Same as §. 57. 

[Sec. 109(a).] 


Mr. Mason. We have been together on this all along. 


Senator SparkMAN, Yes. Allright. No. 28. 
28. Policy issue: 
Maximum amount of mortgage under FHA sec. 220 (urban renewal) rental 
housing mortgages. 
Existing law: 
2,500,000 per mortgage. 
8. 57: 
Increase to $20 million. 
[See. 109(b).] 
612: 
No provision. 
8. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 109(b).] 


Senator SparKMAN. I think we followed the same thing there that 
we did in section 213. 

Mr. Mason. That is right. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. You would accept that ? 

Mr. Mason. We would accept this. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. No. 29. 


29. Policy issue: 


Maximum insurable amounts under PHA -sec. 220, multifamily rental 
housing. 
Existing law: 
See No. 11, above. 
8. 57: 
See No. 11, above. 
[See. 109(c).] 
8. 612: 
No provision. 
8. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 109(¢).] 


Senator SparKMAN. I take it you would accept that, too? 
Mr. Mason. This would be acceptable, yes, sir. 
Senator SparkMAn. No. 30. 


30. Policy issue: 


Computation of maximum loan amount for urban renewal rental housing 
under per room and per unit cost limits—FHA sec. 220. 
Existing law: 


Permits exterior land improvements, if costs are included under per room 
or per unit limitations. 


TR 
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Would permit inclusion of exterior land improvements, approved by FHA 
Commissioners, without regard to per room or per unit limitations. 
[Sece. 109(d).] 
8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 111.] 
S. 2378 : 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 109 (d).] 


Senator SparKMAN. We were together on that originally. 
Mr. Mason. We were together. 
Senator Sparkman. Allright. No. 31. 
31. Policy issue: 
Inclusion of nondwelling facilities in urban renewal housing mortgage— 
FHA sec. 220. 


Existing law: 
Not permitted as to other housing in neighborhood. 


S. 57: 

Permit inclusion of nondwelling facilities as FHA Commissioner deems 
adequate to serve needs of occupants of the project and of other housing 
in the neighborhood. 

[Sece. 109(e).] 
S. 612: 

No provision. 

S. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 109(e).] 


Mr. Mason. This we were together on from the start. 
Senator Sparkman. Allright. No. 32. 


32. Policy issue: 
Eligibility for relocation housing—FHA, sec. 221. 
Existing law: 

Families displaced by governmental action in community with workable 

program. 
S. 57: 

Extend the benefits of program to any family displaced by governmental 
action if such displacement is within the environs of a community that has 
workable program. 

[See. 110(a).] 

8. 612: 

No provisions. 

S. 2378: 

Same as S. 57. 

[See. 110(a).] 


Senator Sparkman. I think we were in agreement on that, were 


we not? 
Mr. Mason. We are, yes, sir. 
Senator SPARKMAN. No. 33. 


33. Policy issue: 

Maximum insurable loan for relocation sales housing—FHA, sec. 221. 
Existing law: 

. $9,000 ($10,000 in high-cost areas). 

8S. 57: 
$10,000 ($12,000 in high-cost areas). 
[See. 110(b).] 
§. 612: 
$9,000 ($12,000 in high-cost areas). 
[See. 112(2).] 
S. 2378: 

Same as S. 612. 

[See. 110(b).] 
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Senator Sparkman. I think we differed a little there. Yes, we put 
it $10,000, and you would hold it at $9,000. 

Our upper limit of $12,000 for high-cost areas is the same. 

Mr. ZimmerMAN. If I might speak to that, Senator, in my judg- 
ment, it would be a more sound approach to leave the $9,000 floor 
where it is now, because I think, as we all know, the ceiling tends to 
become the floor as a practical matter in the industry. 

The administration agrees with this committee on where the high 
cost limit should be raised to, from its present $10,000 to $12,000. 

The spread between $9,000 and $12,000 gives us the opportunity 
to accomplish the same thing that I think the committee is after 
by raising the $9,000 floor to $10,000. All I am saying is that in my 
judgment we will get more $9,000 homes built if we leave the $9,000 
where it is, rather than raise it to $10,000. 

Senator SparKMAN. I was going to ask if it gives you that discre- 
tion. In other words, if you can take a place and demonstrate they 
cannot build safe, sanitary housing of a proper type for $9,000, could 
you declare them a high-cost area to the extent of $12,000 ? 

Mr. ZimMeERMAN. This is what we do when we administer high-cost 
provisions now. We do not now give the full amount of a high-cost 
provision unless it is otherwise justified and I think in practice we 
often give less than the full amount that would be allowed under the 
law. 

Senator SparKMAN. Then you would prefer the Bush bill which has 
that in it? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparkMaNn. All right, let us go to the next one, 34. 

34. Policy issue: 
Extends FHA, sec. 221 mortgage insurance coverage to 2-, and 3-, and 
4-family dwellings. 
Existing law: 
Only single-family dwellings, or multifamily rental projects constructed 
by nonprofit mortgagors, are eligible. 
. 57: 
Make 2-, 3-, and 4-family dwellings eligible. 
[Sec. 110(b).] 
612: 


mM 


No provision. 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. You have noexpression on that ? 

Mr. ZimMeERMAN. This, again, is a provision that in our judgment is 
not a wise one. We do not believe that it comports very exactly with 
the purpose and philosophy of the 221 program. You take the op- 
portunity to build a four-plex, for instance, with a downpayment of 
$800 costing $35,000. It appears to me that there would be consider- 
able difficulty in maintaining the FHA preferred use of these three 
additional units. Administratively that would present a problem. 
Also it seems to me it is making very liberal benefits available for the 
owner that are somewhat inconsistent with the purposes of the pro- 
gram. I think that it should be kept generally like it is now. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Your preference would be existing law? 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. Section 221 is quite a liberal program, and I think 
the benefits should go to the tenant as closely as we can administer it. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let us go to No. 35. 
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35. Policy issue: 
Eligible mortgagors for relocation rental housing—FHA, sec. 221. 
Existing law: di 
Nonprofit mortgagors only. 
S. 57: 
Would extend eligibility to profitmaking mortgagors (see below). pl 
[Sece. 110(¢) (3).] 4 
S. 612: di 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 112(4).] 


S. 2378 : 
Same as S. 57. 38 
[See. 110(c) (3).] 
Senator SparKMAN. I think we are together on that, are we not? Es 
Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes. - 
Senator SparKMAN. No. 36. S. 


36. Policy issue: 
Maximum insurable mortgage loan for relocation rental housing—FHA, S 
sec. 221. : 
Existing law: 
$9,000 ($10,000 in high-cost area). S 
S. 57: ; 
$10,000 ($12,000 in high-cost areas). 
[See. 110(¢).] 
8S. 612: | 
$9,000 ($12,000 in high-cost areas.) 
[See. 112.] 


S. 2378 : 39. 
Same as S. 612. 
[See. 110(c).] 
Senator SparKMAN. You have the same proposition there you had Ex 
above. 
Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes, sir. g 
Senator SparKMAN. You would prefer the Bush bill? a 
Mr. ZimMERMAN. Yes, sir. 
Senator SparKMAN. No. 37. Re 


37. Policy issue: 
Maximum loan ratio for relocation rental housing—FHA sec. 221. a. 4 

Existing law: 

Nonprofit mortgagors are eligible for insured loans of 100 percent of value. 

Profitmaking mortgagors are not eligible. 1 

No “specific” provisions for rent control. ' 4 





8. 57: 
A. Nonprofit mortgagor—100 percent of replacement cost; 90 percent for | am 
rehabilitation. 
B. Profitmaking mortgagor—90 percent of replacement cost, for new con- } 40. 
struction ; 90 percent of value for rehabilitated structures. : 
©. “Specific” provisions for controlling rents of profitmaking mortgagors Exi 
only. , 
[See. 110(e).] 8. 
S. 612: 
A. Nonprofit mortgagor—100 percent of replacement cost. 
B. Profitmaking mortgagor—100 percent of replacement cost, excluding S. ¢ 


profit and general overhead on new construction; 90 percent of value on 
rehabilitated structures. 

C. “Specific” provisions for controlling rents of both types of mortgagors. Ss < 
[See. 112.] Pe 
S. 2378: 

Same as §. 57. 
[See. 110(c).] S 
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Senator SparkMAN. Is there much difference? There is not a great 
deal of difference, as I recall it. 


Mr. Mason. There is very little difference. We would accept your 
proposal. 

Senator SparKMAN. They are practically the same; just figured in 
different ways, as I recall. 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. No. 38. 


38. Policy issue: 

Prevailing wage requirement (Davis-Bacon)—FHA, sec. 221, rental hous- 
ing. 

Existing law: 

No provision. 

S. 57: 
Apply prevailing wage requirement. 
[See. 110(f).] 

» C12 s 
Same as §S. 57. 

[See. 107.] 

S. 2378: 

Same as §. 57. 
[See. 110(f).] 


Senator SparKMAN. On No. 38 we were together. 
No. 39, is next. 


TR 


39. Policy issue: 
B. Payment of FHA insurance premium by Department of Defense when 
servicemen purchase housing insured under FHA, sec. 203(i). 
Existing law: 
A. $17,100. 
B. Does not permit. 
S. 57: 
A. $20,000. 
B. Would permit such payment. 
[See. 111.] 
9). 


S. 612 
No provision. 

S. 2378: 
A. and B. Same as §. 57. 
[See. 111.] 


Mr. Mason. We have no objection to this. 


Senator SparKMAN. No objection to that. No. 40 is a technical 
amendment. 


40. Policy issue: 
Technical amendments. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
; a: 
Makes necessary cross references between cost certification requirements 
and changes affecting FHA, sec. 221, and new secs, 231 and 810. 
[See. 112.] 
8. 612: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 113.] 
8. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[Sec. 112.] 


_ Senator SpaRKMAN. We were together anyhow. The same thing 
is true with No. 41 and No. 42, “Avoidance of foreclosure.” 
(Items No. 41 and 42 are as follows:) 








cr 
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41. Policy issue: 

Voluntary termination of insurance. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
8.57: 

Would permit FHA to terminate insurance upon agreement between 
mortgagor and mortgagee and upon payment of an appropriate adjusted 
insurance premium. 

[See. 113.] 

S. 612: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 114.] 

S. 2378: 

Same as §. 57. 

[See. 113.] 

42. Policy issue: 

Avoidance of foreclosure. 

Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 

Authorize the Commissioner, in order to avoid foreclosure, to acquire the 
mortgage in return for debentures. Also permits FHA Commissioner to 
include in debentures, payable to the mortgagee if foreclosure eventually 
takes place, the amount of interest lost by the lender, as a result. 

[See. 114.] 
S. 612: 

No provision. 

S. 2378: 

Permits FHA Commissioner to include in debentures, payable to the 
mortgagee if foreclosure eventually takes place, the amount of interest lost 
by the lender as a result. 

[See. 114.] 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, we are opposed here to provisions 
of your legislation. 

Senator Sparkman. That is that moratorium provision. 

Mr. Mason. That is the moratorium provision. It is based on the 
fact that for 25 years we have operated FHA without imposing hard- 
ship on anyone. We have provisions for standing by in case a person 
is in trouble for a substantial period of time. It is a year before any- 
thing is done and longer periods if it is necessary. We have done 
this repeatedly in the case of labor argument. For instance, in the 
South in the telephone strike we gave our lenders the opportunity to 
extend it. 

Senator Sparkman. In other words, you have the administrative 
power ? 

Mr. Mason. We have the administrative power, and we feel it is 
very desirable to keep the lender and the person borrowing the money 
in relationship to each other. We like to be in the position to check 
on the lender to see that he does a good job, but not to take over 
and become, ourselves, the lender. 

Senator Sparkman. You would prefer the provision in the Bush 
bill? Have you checked the provision in the Bush bill ? 

Mr. ZimmerMAN. The Bush bill is somewhat of a compromise be- 
tween those two positions indicated. 

Senator Sparkman. There is no existing law. You just prefer 
to leave it as is, is that right ? 

Mr. ZrmmerMAN. The provision in the Bush bill would make it 
possible for the FHA to include the interest costs that might be lost 
by a lender who would forbear at our request. 
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This is not objectionable, is it ? 
Mr. Mason. That is right. We would prefer the Bush bill. 
Senator SparkMAN. Allright, No. 43. 


43. Policy issue: 
Mortgage insurance for nursing homes. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 
Permits FHA to insure up to 75 percent of value the mortgages on proprie- 
tary nursing homes. Maximum interest rate on such mortgage would be 6 
percent; maximum mortgage would be $12.5 million. Need for such homes 
must be certified by State, and State must also certify that there are rea- 
sonable standards of licensure and methods of operation. 
Also makes prevailing wage requirements of Davis-Bacon applicable to 
new program. 
[See. 115.] 
. 612: 
No provision. 
. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 115.] 


Senator SparKMAN. I believe you were planning to come up with a 
program, but your never did do it. I should think you would have no 
objection to our proposal. 

Mr. Mason. We have no objection. We think your program is an 
excellent one. 


Senator SparkMAN. Thank you. Now we go to No. 44. 


44, Policy issue: 
Technical amendments. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
8. S77: 
Make necessary cross reference between sec. 204 of Housing Act and five 
of the insurance programs, secs. 220, 221, 222, and 809, to which the sec. 204 
procedure applies. 
[See. 116.] 
8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 103.] 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 116.] 


Senator SparkMANn. We are in agreement on that. Items Nos. 45, 
46, and 47 follow. 


45. Policy issue: 
Inclusion of certain costs in FHA debentures issued to mortgagees. 
Existing law: 
FHA can include a portion of the foreclosure cost in debentures. How- 
ever, costs of acquisition and costs of conveying title of the property to 


FHA cannot be included in the debentures. 
8. 57: 


TR 


4) 


’ Permit FHA to include cost of acquisition and conveying title of property 
to FHA. 


[See. 117.] 
8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 105.] 
S. 2878: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 117.] 
46. Policy issue: 
Remove investment insurance ceiling, title VII, National Housing Act. 
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Existing law: 
$1 billion. 

S. 57: 
Remove insurance ceiling. 
[See. 118.] 

S. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 102(e).] 


S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 118.] 
47. Pelicy issue: 
Technical. 


Existing law: 

FHA may deny benefits of participating in FHA programs to person or 
persons who knowingly violate act or related laws and regulations. The 
Commissioner must notify the affected person or firm in writing. 

S. 57: 

Provides that notification shall be sufficient if it is properly mailed to 
last known address of person or firm. 

[See. 119.] 

S. 612: 
Same as 8. 5 
[See. 116.] 
S. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 119.] 


Senator Sparkman. I believe we are in agreement on Nos. 45, 46, 
and 47, are we not? 
Mr. ZrmmerMAN. Yes, sir. 


Senator SparkMAN. We did not find much in FHA to fuss about, 
did we? 


Shall I move on to No. 48? 


48. Policy issue: 
Establish a new program of housing for the elderly (rental-type). 
A. Maximum insurable amount. 
B. Maximum loan ratio: 
(1) Nonprofit mortgagor. 
(2) Profitmaking mortgagor. 
C. Interest rates. 
D. Rent controls. 
E. Special design. 
F. Prevailing wage (Davis-Bacon). 
Existing law: 
Presently established under National Housing Act, sec. 207, regular 
rental housing program. 

A. Garden-type (per unit), $8,100. 

Elevator-type (per unit), $8,400. 
(Permits $1,000 per room increase in high-cost areas. ) 
B. (1) 90 percent of replacement cost. 

(2) No provision. 
C. 414 percent maximum. 
D. Mandatory rent controls. 
E. Entire project designed for elderly. 
F. Applicable. 


7 




















Establishes new—National Housing Act, sec. 231. 
[See. 201.] 
A. Garden-type (per unit), $9,000. 
Elevator-type (per unit), $9,400. 
(Permits $1,250 per room increase in high-cost areas. ) 
B. (1) 100 percent of replacement cost for new construction and 100 per- 
cent of value for existing structures. 
(2) 90 percent of replacement cost for new construction and 90 percent 
of value for existing structures. 
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C. 5% percent maximum. 

D. Gives authority to control rents; mandatory if nonprofit. 

E. At least 50 percent of project designed for elderly. 

F. Applicable, except that wages which must be certified under Davis- 
Bacon Act may be reduced by such amounts as FHA determines to have 
been fully credited to a nonprofit mortgagor as a voluntary gift. 

S$. 612: 

Establishes new—National Housing Act, sec. 230. 

[See. 115.] 

A. Garden-type (per unit), $8,100. 

Elevator-type (per unit) ,.$8,400. 
(Permits $1,000 per room in high-cost areas. ) 
B. (1) 90 percent of replacement cost. 

(2) 90 percent of value. 

C. 5% percent maximum. 

D. No rent control, if nonprofit mortgagor; discretionary rent contro! if 
profitmaking mortgagor. 

E. Same as existing law. 

F. Applicable to profitmaking mortgagors, but exempts nonprofit mort- 
gagors. 

S. 2378: 

Establishes new—National Housing Act, sec, 231. 

[See. 201.] 

A. Same as 8. 

B. Same as §8. ! 

C. Same as 8.5 

D. Same as 8.5 

E. Same as 

F. Same as 


Senator Sparkman. No. 48 is to “Establish a new program of 
housing for the elderly.” 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. In No. 48, of course, is the proposition we 
just spoke about which we are in favor of. There are some things 
in it we do not like, you understand, but we cannot object to it. 

Senator SparkMAN. All right, No. 49. 


) 


5 
5 


-l 
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» 
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49. Policy issue: 

Establish a new program of direct loans for housing for elderly. 

A. Maximum loan authority. 

B. Eligibility for loans. 

C. Loan limits. 

I. Maximum maturity. 

E. Interest rate. 

F. Use of housing. 

G. Prevailing wage scale. 

H. Definition of elderly. 

Existing law: 
No provision. 
8. 57: 
Establishes new program under HHFA Administrator for direct loans for 
elderly persons’ housing. 
[See. 202.] 
A. $50 million. 
B. Nonprofit corporations. 
C. 98 percent of total development cost. 
D. 50 years. 
E. No more than higher of (1) 2% percent, or (2) the total of 4 percent 
added to the average annual interest rate on all interest-bearing obligations 
of the United States. 
F. Prohibits use of housing for transient or hotel purposes. 
G. Applicable, except for donated or voluntary service. 
H. “Elderly family” means families or persons 62 years of age or over. 
S. 612: 

No provision. 
S. 2378: 

No provision. 
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Senator SparkMAN. We can dispose of No. 49 by saying you are 
completely opposed to that entire program ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator SPARKMAN. So we can say you prefer the existing legis- 
lation. 

Mr. ZimMerMAN. At this point, Mr. Chairman, would it be all right 
for me to be excused. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ZrimmMerMAN. Beverly Mason, who I think is familiar to you, 
will be present. 

Senator SparkMAN. Fine. 

Senator Futsricnr. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if it would incon- 
venience you too much if we could go over to the college housing. I 
may have to go to the floor fairly soon, because we are debating a 
bill. College housing has particularly interested me for a long time. 
Would it be too much of an imposition ? 

Senator SparkMAN. No; we can go right to it. College housing is 
Nos. 92 to 95. 


92. Policy issue: 

College housing loan authorization. 

Existing law: 

$925 million ; includes $100 million ceiling for “other educational facilities” 

and $25 million ceiling for student-nurse and intern housing. 
S. 57: 

Increase as follows: $300 million: including $37.5 million additional for 
“other educational facilities” and $37.5 million additional for student-nurse 
and intern housing. 

[See. 601.] 

S. 612: 

Increase as follows: $200 million; including $25 million additional for 
“other educational facilities.” 

[See. 3, S. 65.] 

S. 2378: 

Authorizes appropriations not exceeding $200 million, including $25 mil- 
lion for “other educational facilities” and $25 million for student-nurse 
and intern housing. 

[See. 501.] 

93. Policy issue: 
Establish new direct loan program for construction of college classrooms 
and other educational building. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 

Authorizes direct loans to educational institutions for construction of 
new, or rehabilitation of, existing classrooms, laboratories, and related 
facilities, including equipment and utilities. 

A. Direct loan authorization—$62.5 million. 

[Sec. 602.] 

S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 
94. Policy issue: 
Prevailing wage scale (Davis-Bacon). 
Existing law: 
. No provision, except applied administratively to college housing program. 
S. 57: 

Provide, in law, that prevailing wage scale of Davis-Bacon Act and time 
and one-half requirements be applicable to all construction financed with 
college housing loans except for service voluntarily donated. 

[See. 602.] 
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S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as §S. 57. 
[See. 502.] 
95. Policy issue: 
Eligibility of student cooperatives for college housing loans. 
Existing law: 
No provision, except administratively determined students cooperatives 
are eligible for college housing loan if college is mortgagor. 
S. 57: 
Makes nonprofit student housing cooperatives eligible for college housing 


loans if loans are cosigned by the educational institution. 
[Sec. 603. ] 
S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 

Senator Futsricnt. Do I understand that you are now proposing 
what is 8.2378? Isthat the administration’s proposal ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Fulbright, this is not the administration’s 
proposal, This is a bill introduced by Senator Bush, Senator Ben- 
nett, and Senator Dirksen. There are only about three or so provi- 
sions in this bill that we do not agree with, but it is not in the admin- 
istration bill. 

Senator Fursricnt. Is the provision in S. 2378 endorsed by you? 
Do you support S. 2378? 

Mr. Mason. We support a $200 million authorization instead of a 
$300 million authorization, which is offered in S. 57. 

Senator Futsricut. Let me ask you if you have this sheet before 
you. 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir; I have. 

Senator Futsricut. On page 12, in the right-hand column, under 
S. 2378, do you support the provision there? It says, “Authorizes ap- 
propriations not exceeding $200 million * * *.” 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir; we do. 

Senator Fu.tsricut. In January you did not make any such pro- 
posal in S. 612. Why have you changed your mind about it? 

Mr. Mason. Because in the other bill, S. 65, that was introduced at 
about the same time as S. 612 there were provisions for college 
housing. 

Senator Futsricut. Authorizations for appropriations? I am not 
talking about the amount, Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Mason. Excuse me while I get the correct interpretation. 

Senator Futsricut. Do you not know the difference between back- 
door and front-door financing, Mr. Mason ? 

Mr. Mason. I have learned a good deal about it, Senator Fulbright. 

Senator Fursricut. Have you deliberately changed your views 
about it and now ask for so-called front-door financing? You ask 
for an authorization for an appropriation ? 

Mr. Mason. Let me say that the administration said that it would 
accept Senator Bush’s suggestion. This is not our proposal. 

Senator Fursricnt. Then you would accept Shonb-ier but you 
prefer back-door, is that right ? 

Mr. Mason. We have said the same thing about many other pro- 
visions of this bill. 
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Senator Futsricut. What is your position? What do you prefer 
now, if you could make it plain? Understand, I did not develop these 
terms “front-door” and “back-door.” I do not approve of them. I 
was only using them because they have become current in the press. 

Senator Busy. They are descriptive. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, our position was in S. 65 $200 million. 

Senator Futsrieut. Is that still your position ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir; that is still the administration’s position. 

Senator Futsricut. Then you still support the financing provi- 
sion in S.65. Is that your position ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Fulbright, we are very anxious to see that 
this program goes forward. We realize we cannot always have our 
way. We want to be in a position to be helpful to get the necessary 
legislation to get the program. 

Senator Futsricutr. Mr. Mason, I want this program to go for- 
ward, and I do not approve of S. 2378, as you probably know. I 
think this is one effort toward depriving this committee of a certain 
amount of its jurisdiction, because then we turn it over to the Appro- 
priations Committee. Theoretically, the legislative committee should 
have something to say about the policies and the programs that go 
through the Congress, and it should not all be given to the Appro- 
priations Committee. But I think you ought to make yourself clear 
about this and not weasel about it. I am trying to stiffen your 
backbone to stand up to 8. 612 in this particular instance. Will you 
do that? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Fulbright, our position is that we want the 
legislation that was proposed in 8. 65. We want a college housing 
program. We have obligations along this line. 

Senator Futsricut. That is what I want to make very clear. I 
favor that, too. We both favor back-door financing, then, do we 
not, because we know it is effective and carries into effect the policy 
of this committee? Is that not right? 

Mr. Mason. We are in favor of this proposal, both of us. 

Senator Futsricur. I want to make it clear as to what your posi- 
tion is, because the administration has been trying in all phases to 
destroy this feature of the foreign aid program. As you know, it 
helped destroy it. It had some assistance, I may say, among some 
Senators, but their position was against this system of financing. 
I think that is very important. 

That would be the same for items Nos. 62 and 63. 

In both of those cases would you favor the provisions of S. 612 
and S. 65 so that we would be warranted in continuing that method 
of financing? This has to do with urban renewal loan authorization 
and increase in capital grant authorization. arin 6:4: 

Mr. Mason. The administration’s position, sir, is in S. 612 and 
S. 65. 

Senator Furpricut. That is not quite the same. It is loan au- 
thority, but it is very close to this. The same procedure is used and 
does not require a prior appropriation. And you favor that? 

Mr. Mason. We favor the provision in S. 612. 

Senator Futsrient. I am glad to see that you have not given in 
altogether to the Budget and Treasury, that you still have some in- 
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terest in the housing program to see that it goes into effect. 
tainly agree with you on both of these items. 

Mr. Chairman, I was just particularly interested in seeing what 
the housing authority’s position was on these items, because I regard 
them as two of the most important in the committee. Incidentally, I 
may say that both Mr. Mason and I again favor $2 billion, approxi- 
mately, of back-door financing, which is far better and more suitable 
for this purpose. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman, on this item. 

Senator Busu. What was it the Senator said he favored? How 
much ? 

Senator Futsricur. These three items together amount to about $2 
billion. $2.45 billion, I am told, is the overall] estimate. 

Senator Sparkman. As I understand, we have finished with col- 
lege housing. The position of Mr. Mason would be in favor of S. 
612 right down the board. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, I said I favor S. 65 and S. 612, 
but I would be happy to accept the other to get legislation, get the 
funds to do this ‘ob. One can believe in a cause and like it. In our 
position we think it is important beyond that to get the money for 
the program. 

Senator Fursricut. The only way you would be sure to get it is 
follow S. 65. 

Senator Muskre. Mr. Mason, in your replies to Senator Fulbright 
are you stating the administration’s position on S. 65? 

Mr. Mason. I am stating the administration’s position on S. 612 
and S. 65. 

Senator Musxre. Is this also true with respect to all of these pro- 
visions that you are willing to accept, that you are speaking for the 
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[ administration ? 
. Mr. Mason. In this case I am attempting to speak for the admin- 
% istration, Mr. Muskie. I do not have any written authority from the 
| Budget Bureau to say that these provisions will be accepted, but I 
have had verbal conferences with their people, and I believe that I 
|- can get the authority to do the things that I have said I would be in 
0 favor of. 
it Senator Musxir. It is still possible that the Budget Bureau might 
1e take a different position ? 
g. Mr. Mason. It is always possible, sir, but not probable. 
Senator Futsrient. Mr. Chairman, I think there is one item that 
Mr. Mason should also express himself on, and that is item 93, which 
12 is the direct loan for construction of college classrooms and other 
od | educational buildings. 
on Would you go along with S. 57’s provision on that ? 
Mr. Mason. Senator Fulbright, this is establishing a new program 
nd | of direct loans for college classrooms and similar facilities. The ad- 
ministration is not in favor of this. 
au- Senator Futsricnt. It is not in favor of it? 
and Mr. Mason. That is right. 








Senator SparKMAN. Is that one of the three items you mentioned ? 
Mr. Mason. It is not in the Bush bill, either, Senator Sparkman. 
Senator SparKMAN. Earlier I think you said there were about three 
provisions that you did not agree with. 
Mr. Mason. I believe this had to do with—— 
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Senator Sparkman. FHA? 

Mr. Mason. In my memory there were two of these in FHA. One 
was down payments and the other was maturities, and temporarily 
the other one skipped my mind. 

Senator SparkMAN. Oh, you said there were three in FHA ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. All right, and you would oppose this; in other 
words, you would prefer the existing law. The other three items 
under college housing, that is, Nos. 92, 94, and 95, S. 57 would be 
agreeable to you ? 

Mr. Mason. On No. 92, our provision 

Senator SparKMAN. You prefer S. 612? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. You made it clear. 

Mr. Mason. And would accept S. 2378. And on No. 94, we have 
no objection, of course, to this, because this labor provision is in prac- 
tically all of our contracts. And we oppose No. 95 primarily because 
this can be done now without the business of writing it into the legis- 
lation. 

Senator Sparkman. In other words, it can be done administra- 
tively ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, it can. 
Senator Sparkman. All right, let us go back to item 50. 





50. Policy issue: 
Increase dollar limit for mortgages purchased under the FNMA’s sec- 
ondary market operations. 
Existing law: 
$15,000 limit, except not applicable to sec. 803 (Capehart) mortgages or 
mortgages secured by housing located in Guam, Hawaii, and Alaska. 
S. 57: 
$20,000 limit. 
[See. 301.] 


TR 


, 612: 
$20,000 limit. 
[See. 201.] 

S. 2378: 

Same as S. 57. 
[ See. 301. ] 


Senator Sparkman. I think we are together on that anyhow, are 
we not? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, we were. 

Senator Sparkman. And No. 51. 


51. Policy issue: 
Increase dollar limit for mortgages purchased under the FNMA’s special 
assistance function. 
Existing law: 
Same. 
8S. 57: 
$17,500 limit adds sec. 220 (urban renewal) mortgages to exempt category. 
[See. 301.] 
S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
$17,500 limit, but does not add sec. 220 to exempt category. 


Mr. Mason. In this we would accept S. 2378. In No. 51 we would 
accept the substitute in Senator Bush’s bill. 
Senator Sparkman. S. 2378? 
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Mr. Mason. Yes. 
Senator SparKMAN. All right, No. 52. 
52. Policy issue: 
Financing of existing housing. 
Existing law: 
FNMA makes standby commitments under the secondary market opera- 
tion on new construction. 
et 
Extend standby commitment features to existing dwellings. 
[ See. 302.] 
. C12: 
No provision. 
. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 302.] 


Mr. Mason. This we did not propose and objected to a little, but 
we would go along. 


Senator Sparkman. All right, No. 53. 
53. Policy issue: 
Require that FNMA purchase motrgages under its special assistance func- 
tions at par. 
Existing law: 
Expired Aug. 7, 1958. 
8. 57: 
Extend until Sept. 30, 1960. Excepts mortgages purchased between 
Aug. 8, 1958, and date of enactment. 
[ See. 303.] 
. 612: 
No provision. 
. 2378: 
No provision. 
Senator SparKMAN. The President specifically pointed that out in 
his veto position, and as I understand, your position is opposed to it. 
Mr. Mason. Yes. 
Senator SparKMAN. In other words, you would let the law stand 
as it is? 
Mr. Mason. We would prefer it, yes, sir. 
Senator SparKMAN. No. 54. 


54. Policy issue: 


Amount of purchase price, fees, and charges of FNMA under its special 
assistance functions. 
Existing law: 
Gives Association discretion on purchase prices and limits fees and charges 


to total of 1% percent of principal amount, but not more than one-half of 
total at time of commitment. 
S. 57: 


Reduce FNMA charge to 1 percent and reduce fee at time of commitment. 
to 44 percent. 


[See. 303.] 
, 62: 


Gives Association discretion in fixing purchase prices, fees, and charges, 
[See. 202.] 
. 2378: 
No provision. 
Senator SparKMAN. There was some difference between us. 
Mr. Mason. We are opposed to this provision, Senator. 


Senator SparKMAN. You are opposed to S. 57 in favor of S. 612% 
Mr. Mason. That is right. 


Senator SparKMAN. No. 55. 
43777—59-——12 
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55. Policy issue: 
Additional funds to purchase sec. 213 (cooperative) mortgages. 
Existing law: 
$200 million total— 
$50 million reserved for consumer cooperatives. 


S. 57: 
$37.5 million total increase— 
$25 million reserved for consumer cooperatives. 
$12.5 million reserved for builder-sponsor cooperatives. 
[See. 304.] 
S. 612: 


No provision. 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 


Senator Sparkman. I doubt that you have great objection to that. 
Do you? 
Mr. Mason. We are opposed to this. 
Senator SparKMAN. Moderately so, or adamantly ? 
Mr. Mason. Firmly so, Senator. 
Senator SparkMAN. Allright. No. 56. 
56. Policy issue: 
Short-term loans by FNMA. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 
Authorizes FNMA, under secondary market operation, to make short- 
term (12 months) loans on pledged FHA or VA mortgages. Loans would 
be in amount up to 90 percent on unpaid principal balance of mortgages 
securing loan, and such loans outstanding at any one time could not exceed 
10 percent of FNMA’s total secondary market program borrowing authority. 
Interest rate and fees would be determined by FNMA. 
[Sec. 305.] 
S. 612: 

No provision. 
S. 2378: 

No provision. 


Senator SparKMAN. This authorizes FNMA, under secondary mar- 
ket operations, to make short-term loans to take care of construction, 
as I recall. 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Baughman would like to speak as to that. 

Mr. BavenMan. This deals with warehousing mortgages and not 
construction loans. 

Senator SparkMAN. Oh, this is not construction. I just saw the 
first. line. 

Mr. Mason. Do you want to tell them our position on this? 

Mr. BaveuMman. Our position is that there is no need for FNMA 
at all in warehousing, and we are opposed. 

Senator SparkMAN. Oh, this relates to warehousing in FHA and 
VA mortgages ? 

Mr. BaueuMan. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. And you believe that it is unnecessary. 

Mr. Baveuman. Unnecessary. 

Senator SparKMAN. No. 57. 

57. Policy issue: 
Investment of excess funds by FNMA. 
Existing law: 


FNMA investments are restricted to Government and Government-guaran- 
teed investments. 
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th 


ote 
Authorize FNMA to invest funds which may be in excess of current 
operating needs “in obligations of the United States or guaranteed thereby, 
or obligations which are lawful investments for fiduciary, trust, or trust 
funds.” 
[ See. 306.] 
§. 612: 
Same as 8S. 57. 
[ See. 2038. ] 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[Sec. 303.] 


Mr. Mason. Weare together. 
Senator SpARKMAN. Weare together on that. 
No. 58, the same situation exists. 


58. Policy issue: 
Transfer of mortgages held by other HHFA constituent agencies to FNMA. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
Ss 57: 
Permit FNMA to assume the ownership, Servicing, and sale of certain 
mortgages and other obligations acquired or to be acquired by other HHFA 
constituents. 
[ See. 307.] 
S. 612: 
Same as 8. 57. 
[ See. 204.] 
2378 : 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 304.] 


Mr. Mason. Weare together. 
Senator SPARKMAN. No. 59. 


v2 


59. Policy issue: 
Use of planning agencies operating on a statewide basis to assist planning 
in smaller communities. 
Existing law: 
Authorizes such use. 
S..57: 
Directs the HHFA to “particularly encourage’ 
[See. 401.] 
S. 612: 
Same as 8. 57. 
[ See. 301.] 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 401.] 


Senator SparkMAN. I believe we are together on that, too, are we 
not. é 

Mr. Mason. Yes,sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. And No. 60. 


; 


such use. 


60. Policy issue: 
Technical amendment on certain financing authority. 
Existing law: 

Federal Government makes a loan agreement with a local public agency 
for an amount not exceeding gross project cost. LPA pledges the loan agree- 
ment to borrowing on the private market for acquisition costs. Statute 

unclear whether the pledge covers interest charges. 
S. 57: 

Clarify uncertainties in existing law whether the Federal Government’s 
loan agreement with the local public agency covers interest as well as prin- 
cipal when local public agency pledging the loan agreement as collateral. 

[Sec. 402.] 
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-—— 
‘ 


Same as S. 57. 
[ Sec. 302. ] 


Same as 8. 57. 
[Sec. 402.] 


Senator SparKMAN. Weare together on that ? 
Mr. Mason. Yes. 
Senator SparkMAN. No. 61. 


61. Policy issue: 
Early acquisition of property in urban renewal area. 
Existing law: 

Local public agencies are prohibited from acquiring land in an urban 
renewal area until after the signing of a loan and grant contract with the 
Urban Renewal Administration. 

8.57: 

Permit land acquisition and clearance prior to the signing of a loan and 
grant contract if local law permits such early acquisition, and if the land is 
not disposed of until the urban renewal plan is approved by local community. 

[See. 403. ] 


oO 


S. 612: 

No provision. 

8S. 2378: 

Same as S. 57, except requires loan to be adequately secured, and property 

acquired with loan may be disposed of with consent of local governing body. 
[See. 403.] 


Senator Sparkman. I take it you would prefer the language in the 
Bush bill, which is at some variance, not a great deal, with S. 57? 
Mr. Mason. We would take the 8S. 2378 provision rather easily. 
Senator Sparkman. All right, No. 62. 
62. Policy issue: 
Urban renewal loan authorization. 
Existing law: 
$1 billion. 
8. 57: 


bo 


Makes $1 billion ceiling apply only to loan disbursements and estimated 
disbursements. Permits the Administrator to make borrowings from the 
Treasury in excess of $1 billion at discretion of the President to “back up” 
private financing. 

[See. 404.] 

8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 303.] 
S. 2378 : “i 
Same as S. 57, except use of authorization would have to be first specified 
in an appropriation act. 
[See. 404.] 


Senator SparKkMAN. We are together on No. 62, are we not? 
Mr. Mason. Yes. 
Senator Sparkman. No. 63. 


63. Policy issue: 
Increase in capital grant authorization. 
Existing law: 
$1.25 billion, plus $100 million Presidential reserve. 
S. 57: 
Increase authorization by $500 million on July 1, 1959 and by $400 million 
on July 1, 1960. 
[See. 405(1).] 
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S. 612: 

$100 million upon enactment and $100 million added to Presidential re- 
serve upon enactment. 

[See. 2., S. 65.] 

$250 million for each of fiscal years 1960, 1961, 1962, and $200 million for 
each of fiscal years 1963, 1964, 1965. Total increase for 6-year period begin- 
ning on July 1, 1959, would be $1.35 billion. This grant authorization pred- 
icated on Federal share being reduced to 50 percent by fiscal year 1963. 

[See. 305(a), S. 612.] 

S. 2378: 

Gives appropriation authority for increase of $350 million upon enact- 
ment and additional appropriation authority for increase of $250 million on 
July 1, 1960. 

[See. 405(1).] 


e Senator SpaRKMAN. No. 63 is where the differencecomes. Youstill 
stand on §. 612, or I suppose if you have the 2-year proposition it 
a would be—what? 


is Mr. Mason. We would be happy to have Mr. Bush’s suggestion. 
y. Senator SparKMAN. Is that $350 million and $250 million ? 
Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 
Senator SparKMAN. All right, No. 64. 
64. Policy issue: 
Y Repayment of uncollectible advances. 
y. Existing law: 
No provision. 
18 8. 57: 
Authorizes use of grant funds to repay Treasury loans made to finance 
urban planning which are uncollectible because projects have been canceled. 
[See. 405(2).] 
S. 612: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 305(b).] 
S. 2378: 
Same as §S. 57. 
[See. 405(2).] 
af Mr. Mason. We are together. 
ne | Senator SpARKMAN. We are together on that. No. 60. 
yr 


65. Policy issue: 
Prohibition against rationing urban renewal grant funds. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
oi. 

Prohibits Administrator from rationing funds by cutting back the urban 
oa | renewal projects of any community—must process on a first-come, first- 
: served basis. 

[See. 405(3).] 

. G12: 
No provision. 
. 2378: 

Provides where urban renewal assistance may be granted to a locality 
or local public agency within the applicable amount and percentage limita- 
tions described by the act the amount of such assistance shall not be re- 
stricted, except on the basis of relative need and feasibility as determined 
by Administrator. 

[See. 405(3).] 


Mr. Mason. We have talked to some extent about that. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. We have talked a good bit about that today, 
and I think I know where you stand. You would accept the Bush 
bill provision, as I understand it. 

Mr. Mason. We certainly would; yes, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. Allright, No. 66. 
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66. Policy issue: 

Establish a new planning program—“Community renewal program.” 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
8.57: 

Would authorize planning grants to enable a community to survey its 
urban renewal needs and resources and to schedule projects. 

[See. 405(3).] 

S. 612: 

Same as S. 57, except that S. 612 would eliminate provisions of existing 
law authorizing grants for fe: ‘sibility surveys and general neighborhood re- 
newal plans as of June 30, 1960. 

[ Sec. 306.] 

S. 2378: 

Same as 8. 57. 

[See. 405 (3) .] 

Senator SpARKMAN. Weare virtually together on that. 

Mr. Mason. We are; yes, sir. 

Senator SPARKMAN. By the way, on some of these items that I am 
calling off, what I am doing now is just simply getting a checklist. 
You may later want to argue some points in them. If you do, oppor- 
tunity will be given, so make a mental note of them as you go along. 
For instance, we certainly will come back and discuss the urban re- 
newal amount of capital grants involved and things of that kind. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, my staff reminds me on No. 55 we 
are rather heartily opposed to it, firmly opposed to it. 

Senator SparKMAN. All right, No. 55. You say “rather ardently 
opposed” ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes; that would be a good word. Thank you, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. All right, let us go to No. 67. 

67. Policy issue: 
Technical amendment. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 
Enables Federal Government and District of Columbia government to make 
commitments regarding future use of land in urban renewal areas. 
[Sec. 406.] 
. 612: 
Same as S. 57 
[Sec. 308.] 
. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[Sec. 406.] 


Senator SparKMANn. We are together. 
And No. 68. 


68. Policy issue: 

Technical amendment. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
S. 57 


TR 


| 


Removes an unnecessary restriction upon loan authorizations in any 1 
State. Limitation of 12% percent for grants in any 1 State is controlling. 
[See. 407.] 
612: 
Same as 8. 57. 
[See. 309.] 
S. 2378: 
Same as §S. 57: 
[Sec. 408.] 
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Senator SparKMAN. We are together. Both are technical amend- 
ments. No. 69. 


69. Policy issue: 

Relocation payments to families and businesses forced to move from ur- 

ban renewal areas. 
Existing law: 

$100 maximum for families. 

$2,500 maximum for businesses. 

S. 57: 

Increase to $200 for families. 

Increase to $3,000 for businesses. 

Also authorize relocation payments when the displacement is a result of 
any governmental activity in an urban renewal area of a program of volun- 
tary repair and rehabilitation. 

[See. 408. ] 

S. 612: 

No provision. 

. 2378: 

Like S. 57, except does not cover displacement caused (1) by other gov- 
ernmental agencies, or (2) by rehabilitation except where there are struc- 
tural changes. 

[See. 409.] 

Senator SparkMAN. We upped the maximum for families from 
$100 to $200. We increased the amount for businesses from $2,500 
to $3,000. The Bush bill has a modification of that; does it not? 

Senator Busu. It would not apply to displacements caused by high- 
way construction, for instance, under this bill. Why should the 
housing bill include that? 

Senator SpARKMAN. We discussed that last spring, who was going 
to do it. 

Senator Busu. Let the highway people put it in their bill where it 
belongs. They caused the dislocation. It is not urban renewal or slum 
clearance; it is a highway situation. In this case it seems to me they 
ought to bear the cost. 

Senator SparKMAN. Your bill is the same as S. 57 except for that, 
generally ? 

Senator BusH. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. Your preference, Mr. Mason ? 

Mr. Mason. Our preference is for S. 2378. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Item 70. 

70. Policy issue: 
Hotel and other transient housing. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
8. 57: 
Prohibit hotels and other transient housing from being constructed in 


urban renewal areas unless the community obtains a competent independent 


analysis of local supply of such housing and determines there is a need for 
such housing. 


[Sec. 409.] 
8. 612: 
No provision. 
8. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 410.] 


Senator SparkMAN. I believe that is acceptable to you; is it not? 
Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 
Senator SparKMAN. Item No. 71. 


T™! 
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71. Policy issue: 

Incentive to local authorities to locate public housing projects in urban 

renewal areas. 
Existing law: 

In urban renewal, the difference between the cost of acquisition and 
demolition, and the proc eeds from the sale of the land, usually represents 
a deficit, which is shared 24 Federal, 14 local. 

If public housing is located in an urban renewal area, the locality pays 
1% of the land write-down; if located outside the renewal area, this 4 
contribution is not required, since the public housing bonds cover all costs. 

S. 57: 

Facilitate the development of federally assisted low-rent housing in 
urban renewal areas by providing that where land is to be acquired as part 
of an urban renewal project to be used in whole or in part for low-rent 
public housing it shall be made available to the public housing agency 
at a price equal to the amount which would be charged to private enter- 
prise for rental housing with similar physical characteristics. The local con- 
tribution in form of tay exemption or tax remission required under the 
public housing law with respect to any such project shall be accepted as 
local grant-in-aid under the urban renewal program. 

[Sec. 410.] 

S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 

Same as §. 57, except the price the public housing agency would pay 
to the local public agency would be equal to the fair value of the site for 
the most likely alternative use. 

[See. 411.] 


Mr. Mason. Mr. Walker, do you want to speak to this? 

We have some reservations. We would accept S. 2378. We will 
explain this if you would like us, or we can just tell you this much. 

Senator SparkM an. The only difference is in the formula for set- 
ting the price, is it not? 

Mr. Waker. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Sparkman. Under S. 57 we say, “a price equal to the 
amount which would be charged to private enterprise for rental hous- 
ing with similar physical characteristics.” And you say, “equal to 
the fair value of the site for the most likely altern: ative use.” Would 
you mind telling us just what the difference is 2 

Mr. Waker. The difference is that in an urban renewal project 
you may have planned residential use, or the most likely alternative 
use could be either commercial or industrial. T - price of the land, 
of course, would vary depending upon its use. I do not believe that 
the difference in actual application in many instances would be great. 

Senator Sparkman. The Bush bill is a little broader than ours, is 
it not? 

Mr. Waker. I would say so 

Senator SrarkMAN. The former would permit consideration of the 
various uses of the land, whereas ours is tied down to residential use. 

Mr. Wacker. I think that is a true statement. 

Senator Sparkman. I do not know offhand. It looks like yours is 
the better. I donot know. 

Senator Muskie. Would it not tend to drive up costs of the land! 

Mr. Waker. Not in too many instances in my belief, Senator. I 
think the important thing here is the rest of the : amendment. I think 
this permits what most “Joeal authorities, both redevelopment and 
housing, have been looking for for a long, long time, and this is a real 
contribution to the total problem in a city. 
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Senator SpaRKMAN. All right. I do not think we will have a great 
amount of difficulty on that. 
The next one is No. 72; 


72. Policy issue: 
Urban renewal planning requirements. 

Existing law: 
No provision. 

S. oie 
Authorizes HHFA Administrator to expedite urban renewal projects 

by permitting him to simplify detailed requirements. 

[ See. 411. ] 

S. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 310. ] 

. 2018: 

Same as 8. 57. 
[ See. 412. ] 


Senator SpaRKMAN. We are together on this. 
Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 


Senator SPARKMAN. Item 73. 
73. Policy issue: 

Exception to “predominantly residential’ test for eligibility of urban 

renewal projects. 
Existing law: 

10 percent of total grant authorization may be used for projects which 
are not “predominantly residential,’ where substantial number of blighted 
dwellings exist in project area. 

S. 57: 

Would change from 10 percent to 20 percent of future grant authorization. 
Eliminates requirement as to blighted dwellings, 

[See. 412.] 

. 612: 

Would establish a $150 million loan fund to provide 10-year loans with 
which cities could finance the net losses on clearance projects which are 
not “predominantly residential.” 

[See. 311.] 

S. 2378: 
Same as 8S. 57. 
[Sec. 413.] 


Senator SparkMAN. I do not think there is much difference there, 
is there ? 
Mr. Mason. We will accept this as contained in S. 57. 
Senator SParKMAN. All right. No. 74. 
74. Policy issue: 
Allowing the cost of local public works completed up to 5 years prior to 
a loan and grant contract, as local grants-in-aid to contribute toward local 
share of 14 of net project cost. 
Existing law: 
Cost of local public works (which serve the urban renewal area) can 
be credited to local 14 share, if public works are started after an application 
for grant reservation is accepted. 
S. 57: 
Permits crediting, as noncash grant-in-aid, of eligible local public improve- 
ments started-within 5 years prior to signing of loan and grant contract. 
[Sec. 413(a).] 
8. 612: 


TR 


mn 


Would permit crediting of such public works where community has an 
approved “community renewal program,” before public work started. 
[See. 306(b).] 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 612. 
[See. 414(a).] 
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Senator Sparkman. I believe about our only difference there is the 
length of time; is it not? No; there is a difference in some of the 
requirements. 

Some of these items in here were items that Senator Clark was 
particularly interested in. He had to leave before the session ended 
this morning. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Busy. Have you asked the witness what he thought about 
No. 74? 

Mr. Mason. We have not expressed our opinion yet, Senator Bush. 

Senator BusH. I want to hear what they have to say. Let us hear 
what he has to say about that. 

Senator SparkMAN. Go ahead. 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Walker. 

Mr. Wacker. Senator Sparkman and Senator Bush, as you know, 
I am new in this job, but it seems to me, having had some experience 
with towns in the urban renewal program, that this would be a tre- 
mendously difficult section to administer, if it is on a pure retroactive 
5-year basis. I think it would be extremely difficult to determine 
whether a public improvement actually came into existence to aid an 
urban renewal project. It would permit, perhaps, a town to carve 
out an urban renewal project with the intent of capturing an improve- 
ment without perhaps the same kind of emphasis on a plan for the 
future welfare of the town. 

I believe that the Bush bill, which establishes a need for a commu- 
nity renewal plan and once this has been established, then permits the 
counting of this credit if the urban renewal project itself develops 
within a 5-year period, isa sound approach to the problem. This gives 
the community a chance to spell out its intention to consider large 
areas as urban renewal areas, and then if within a 5-year period 
improvements have taken place, we have a reasonable assumption 
that these improvements were intended to be a part of a comprehen- 
sive attack on the total urban renewal problem. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Bush, do you have any discussion? 

Senator Busn. No. I was interested only in getting his statement 
about it, which I think is a very logical statement. 

I think that this substitute for existing law is designed to unload 
another part of the local share upon the Federal Government. It 
would be very difficult to administer and would encourage gerryman- 
dering in setting up urban renewal projects so as to go out and take 
in this project or that project if it were done within 5 years. I hope 
very much that the committee will not complicate this already com- 
plicated program by insisting on this substitute for existing legisla- 
tion. That is all. 

Senator Muskie. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Muskie. 

Senator Musxm. I wonder if I might ask a question relative to the 
statement in the veto message on this particular section of the bill. 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Muskie. The veto message says that, as it is, the local cash 
contribution has averaged only about 14 percent of the cost of acquir- 
ing and preparing a project site for development. Is it your posi- 
tion, Mr. Mason, that local contributions other than cash should not 
be honored or recognized ? 
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Mr. Mason. Not at all, Senator Muskie. 

Senator Muskie. Then should there not have been something in the 
veto message relative to the noncash contributions? The impression 
left by the veto message is that local communities contribute only 14 
percent of the cost. Actually, is not the percentage, including cash 
and noncash, 36 percent ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I do not read this as saying that this is the 
only part of the cost that is borne by the community. The community 
currently is bearing about 36 percent of the cost, on an average. 

Senator Muskie. But the veto message does not even indicate or 
suggest or imply that there is any other contribution by the local com- 
munity, does it ? 

Mr. Mason. The veto message talks only about the cash part. 

Senator Muskie. In other words, it gives you only fourteen thirty- 
sixths of the truth, is that correct ? 

Mr. Mason. I do not agree with you, Senator. 

Senator Muskie. Does it mention or indicate or imply that there is 
any contribution other than cash made by municipalities ? 

Mr. Mason. As I read it, it does. 

Senator Muskie. Would you read the language which suggests to 
you that it does? 

Mr. Mason. It talks about the contributions by local communities, 
and it says that S. 57 would increase the amount of improvements that 
are put into a program, and it says, 

As it is, the local cash contribution has averaged only about 14 percent. * * * 


Senator Muskie. But does it suggest that in addtion to cash there 
are other means or methods for other communities to count streets or 
other local projects ? 

Mr. Mason. It says, 

Under present law cities can count streets and other local improvements, 
which they had already intended to construct, as a part of their share of the 
costs of an urban renewal project. 

Senator Musxir. Why did not the message follow that up and state 
that this is 36 percent of the costs. Was their intent to equate that 
figure in the first sentence with the cash figure in the last sentence ? 

Mr. Mason. I do no understand exactly, Senator Muskie, what you 
are driving at, because I do not think there was any intention to say 
that cities are not contributing, because they obviously have to. The 
law requires this. 

Senator Muskiz. Why did this part of the message emphasize that 
the local cash contribution is only about 14 percent? Why did it pick 
the cash part of the local contribution to emphasize ? 

Mr. Mason. I do not know that I can answer why it picks the cash 
part. 

Senator Muskie. There must be a reason why the President said the 
thing that he did in the message. Why did he not mention the other 
22 percent ? 

Mr. Mason. The other 22 percent is made up of a lot of things, as 
you know, such as land and that sort of thing. This part of the 
message to me seems to be pretty fair. To you apparently it does not. 
It says, “Under the present law cities can count * * * improvements, 
which they had already intended to construct, as a part of their * * * 
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costs of a * * * project.” This law will “extend these credits retro- 
actively to include * * * improvements made * * * 5 years” ago, 
paraphrasing it. As it is, most of the project is not in cash. Would 
that be more acceptable ? 

Senator Muskie. Does not the 5-year provision in the bill relate 
more to the noncash contributions than to the cash contributions? 

Mr. Mason. The inference from the statement here is obviously that 
it would decrease the cash contribution, yes, sir. 

Senator Muskie. It does not spell it out in terms of what the total 
contribution is. You have these sentences. in the veto message that 
being with one premise, omit the second, and then take you to the 
conclusion. We find this over and over again, and this is what I 
object to in the message. If the intent is to tell the whole story, then 
why was no reference made to the 22 percent / 

Mr. Mason. As I read the message, Senator, it does make refer- 
ence to the other part. It says that, 


Under present law cities can count streets and other local improvements * * * 


We all know that it may be some land that the city owns, it may be 
a school, a part of a school, a playground, anything of this kind. And 
it says the new S. 57 would provide for going back and picking up 
projects that had been completed 5 years before and that currently, if 
you want to paraphrase this, 22 percent—maybe you prefer it this 


way—22 percent of the project is paid for in material of this kind. 
We think that is enough, or something of that kind. 
Senator Muskie. Would the 5- year provision of S. 57 have any 


effect on noncash contributions? 

Mr. Mason. The noncash contribution in one of these can be 100 
percent. This is not, however, totally desirable in a project. 

Senator Muskie. Whether or not it is desirable, would it or would 
it not have an effect on total noncash contribution? You have just 
said that it would. 

Mr. Mason. I think in general the 5-year retroactive provision 
would, yes, increase the amount. 

Senator Musxiz. Why was not that-observation made in the veto 
message ? 

Mr. Mason. It seems to me this paragraph tried to say that. It 
said it to me. 

Senator Muskie. You fellows are so expert in these things it seems 
to me it should net fail in what you intend. I commend ‘the effort, 
but I decry the result. 

Senator Wittrams. May I ask a question ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Williams. 

Senator Witu1aMs. In this connection, S. 57 can be retrospective, it 
can go back and pick up public improvements, is that correct? And 
the Bush bill is purely prospective in nature ? 

Mr. Waker. That is right, sir. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. You spoke of the administrative burden of the 
S. 57 provision. I wonder, under the Bush bill, what is involved in a 
community renewal program. Is this suggestion of a community re- 
newal program anywhere in the law now? 

Mr. Waker. Not at this moment is it in the law, although 

Senator Witi1ams. What is a community, then? 

Mr. Watxer. I beg your pardon? 
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Senator Wiu1Ams. What is the definition of “community”? 

Mr. Waker. A political subdivision. 

Senator Wirtrams. In other words, before New York City could 
include any programs it has to have a new community program em- 
bracing the whole city ? 

Mr. Waker. Oh, not embracing the whole city. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. Embracing one borough, the Borough of Man- 
hattan, for instance? 

Mr. Waker. Embracing whatever percentage of that town it indi- 
cates it intends to renew under this program. 

Senator WiiuraMs. I see. Then “community” means that part of 
the governmental unit that is going to be the subject of a renewal pro- 
gram, is that it? 

Mr. Waker. This would not be my conception, Senator. I would 
feel rather that when you say “community renewal plan” you are 
speaking of the whole community. 

Senator WituiaMs. It seems to me that the administrative burden 
here is much heavier under the community renewal program prereq- 
uisite than under the provisions of S. 57, plus the fact that there is 
discretion on your part of accepting or not accepting, expenditures 
made for public improvements in S. 57. You can accept it; you do 
not have to accept it. 

Mr. Watker. This, of course, is eliminated in the Bush bill, be- 
cause once having established a community renewal plan this de- 
termination of the legitimacy of an improvement built not more than 
5 years before the coming into existence of an urban renewal plan 
is pretty well established. 

Senator Wiiu1aMs. I do not want to labor this any further, but 
wish there were some way you could, through letter, explain to me 
what the requirements would be under the Bush bill, so I would 
understand it as applied to a major city, such as the city of New 
York. 

I understand the city of New York is going to some real pains in 
connection with this community renewal program, and as I under- 
stand it, the mayor up there is talking about a 15-year program. If 
it has to be 15 years before they can include any of this, I believe that 
it would be—— 

Mr. Waker. Oh, Senator, as an urban renewal commissioner, I 
would say to you, sir, that to establish a community renewal plan in 
the city of New York, Philadelphia, St. Louis, or any of these towns 
which have been fortunate enough to have an active planning com- 
mission would be a matter of only establishing the document which 
the bill would require. As a commissioner I would be willing to 
certify to the Administrator tomorrow in most of these instances that 
such a community renewal plan was now in existence. 

Senator Witt1aMs. I see. Thank you. 

Senator SparkMAN. Do many of the cities have plans already in 
existence which would enable them to participate in community re- 
newal programs ? 

Mr. Waker. Well, they have them, Senator Sparkman. They 
have perhaps not indicated in the manner that we would want this 
in i for the computation of 5-year credits, but they are in exist- 
ence in a great many towns. 
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Senator SparKMAN. What would be the effect of this on the smaller 
cities ¢ 

Mr. Warxer. Well, I think it is in the smaller cities that you would 
get the greatest good, because here you would stimulate a town to 
take a full comprehensive look at what it intends to do in the form 
of urban renewal in the future. 

Senator SparKMAN. I would rather move on and finish this check 
list. I understand we are going to have a rolleall in probably the 
next 15 or 20 minutes. 

Senator Muskie. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one question ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Muskie. I have two. Would the effect of the 5-year lead 
time provision in S. 57 be to increase the total community contribution 
or decrease it? Cash or noncash. 

Mr. Watxer. I am sure the practical and end result, Senator Mus- 
kie, would be to increase it. 

Senator Muskie. Increase it? 

Mr. Waker. But there you would have to relate it to the pooling 
possibilities of the town. 

Senator Muskie. I understand that. 

Then another question I would like to ask is this: Under present 
law there is a certain amount of lead time, is there not ? 

Mr. Wacker. A certain amount of what, sir? 

Senator Muskie. Lead time. That is, after the application and be- 
fore the signing of the loan. 

Mr. Wacker. Well, I think 

Senator Muskie. How long is that period—the period between the 
time the application is made and the time the loan is signed ? 

Mr: Waker. Well, this is a teehnical question. If my memory 
serves me right, no improvement can be counted until there has been 
an approval of the urban renewal project. 

Senator Muskie. Let’s say from the time the application for a grant 
reservation is approved until the loan and grant contract is signed 
what is the typical lapse of time? Can it be as long as 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Muskre. So we are not talking about the difference between 
5 vears and no years but 5 years and something like 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. Waker. Well, youare talking, of course, sir, on existing proj- 
ects, but you would be talking about a full 5 years on a new project. 

Senator Muskie. That is under S. 57? 

Mr. Warker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Muskie. But I mean the difference under existing law and 
S. 57 is the diffeernce between 5 years and actually 2 or 3 years under 
existing practice ? 

Mr. Waker. I think that isa fair statement. 

Senator SparkMAN. Under No. 74 you prefer S. 612 or the Bush 
bill, which has the same. 

Now let’s get to No. 75. 
5. Policy issue: 
/ — recognition of local improvements for crediting a noncash grant 
In-ald. 
Existing law: 
Prevents recognition of certain local improvements because capital grant 


reservation authority was exhausted during period when projects were 
commenced. 
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Would waive this requirement for improvements started between July 
1, 1957, through Dec. 31, 1957, where urban renewal project recognized in 
60 days after work started. 
[See. 413(b).] 
§. 612: 
No provision. 
§. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[Sec. 414(b).] 


Senator SPARKMAN. We are together, are we not? 
Mr. Mason. Yes. 


Senator SpARKMAN. On No. 76 we are together, and Nos. 77 and 78, 
Is that right? 
Mr. Mason. Yes. 


76. Pelicy issue: 
Local credit for interest payments. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
Os 
Would permit an equivalent of interest payments to be included as part 
of “gross project cost,’ where community uses temporary advances from 
local public funds. 
[See. 414.] 
8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 312.] 
§. 2378: 
Same as 8S. 57. 
[See. 415.] 
77. Policy issue: 
Determination of “going Federal rate” of interest on urban renewal loans 
under 1949 act and 1954 act. 
Existing law: 
1949 act specifies that rate is determined by date that contract is “made.” 
1954 act uses term date that contract is “approved.” 
8. 57: 
Would make both acts consistent and use the term date that contracts are 
“authorized” by the Administrator. 
[See. 415.] 
§. 612: 
Same as 8. 57. 
See. 313.] 


TR 


[ 
S. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 416.] 
78. Policy issue: 
Technical amendments. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
8. 57: 
Would make nonsubstantive conforming amendments. 
[See. 416.] 
8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 306(¢c) (1).] 
§. 2378: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 417.] 


Senator Sparkman. Let’s go to No. 79. 


79. Policy issue: 

Urban renewal areas involving colleges. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
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"Adds a new section 112 to the Housing Act of 1949 to— 

(1) Remove “predominantly residential’ requirement in areas in- 
volving an educational institution. 

(2) Permit credit toward the locality’s 144 share of expenditures made 
by the educational institution in purchasing property and in clearing the 
property. 

(3) Permit the expenditure to be counted toward a community’s local 
share provided the expenditure is made no more than 5 years prior to 
the signing of the loan and grant contract for the urban renewal project. 

[See. 417. ] 
S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as §. 57 as to (1), but not as to (2) and (8). 
[Sec. 418. ] 

Mr. Mason. In this, Senator, we have no objection to that part of 
the S. 57 proposal which waives the “predominantly residential” re- 
quirement. 

Senator SparkMAN. The second part would be about the same as No, 
74, would it not? 

Mr. Mason. Along the same lines. 

Senator SparkMaAn. Along the same lines as No. 74. 


Mr. Mason. This involving expenditures paid by the university. 


Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Allright. No. 80. 


80. Policy issue: 

Urban Planning program—sec. 701, Housting Act of 1954. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
$. 57: 


Rewrites existing law to provide that grants-in-aid for planning assistance 


may be made to— 

(1) State planning agencies, or in the absence of any such agency, 
to an agency or instrumentality of a State government designated by 
the Governor and approved by the Administrator ; 

State planning agencies for statewide and interstate comprehensive 
planning ; 

Official State, metropolitan, and regional planning agencies em- 
powered under State and local laws or interstate compact to perform 
metropolitan or regional planning ; and 

Official governmental planning agencies for areas where rapid urban- 
ization has resulted or is expected to result from establishment or 
increased activity of Federal installation. 

(2) Extend urban planning to include— 

Municipalities of less than 50,000 population ; 

Counties of less than 50,000 population : 

Groups of adjacent communities with common planning problem 
having population of less than 50,000; and 

Cities, other municipalities, and counties suffering as a result of 
catastrophe which the President declares a major disaster. 

(3) Authorizes an additional appropriation of $10 million for the 
program. 

(4) Authorizes the Administrator to encourage, in areas embracing 
several municipalities or political subdivisions, planning on unified 
metropolitan basis and to provide technical assistance for planning and 
for solution of problems. 

[See. 418.] 

S. 612: 

Same as 8. 57. 

Nore.—S. 612, as originally introduced, had no provision on this matter. 
However, the HHFA subsequently submitted a rewrite of the statutory 
provisions of the section 701 program and this rewrite was incorporated 
into S. 57 


<A 


or 


RR 
o> 





blem 

lt of | 
r the ) 
acing 


nified | 
g and | 


atter. 
tutory 
srated 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8. 57 185 
S. 2378: 

Same as §. 57. 

[See. 419. ] 


Senator Sparkman. I believe we incorporated your recommenda- 
tion in §. 57, did we not ? 

Mr. Mason. We would agree to this. There was a difference in the 
percentage, but we will accept your proposal. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Thank you. 

Now, to No. 81. 


81. Policy issue: 
Public disclosure by urban renewal redevelopers. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 
No provision. 
8. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Provides that before any commitment can be made for disposition of land 
to an urban renewal redeveloper, he shall make certain disclosures: 
(1) A prospectus setting forth— 
Names of members, officers and principal investors or sharehold- 
ers. 
Proposed financing and estimate of total cost of any residential 
development. 
Schedule of rentals or sales prices to be charged and estimated 
profit on any proposed housing. 


(2) Such prospectus shall be available for general public use. 
[See. 407.] 


Senator SparKMAN. There is nothing in the present law or our 
proposal or your proposal, but the Bush bill has a provision in it. 

Mr. Mason. We would favor the Bush bill. 

Senator SPARKMAN. You would favor the Bush bill ? 


Mr. Mason. We think this is a good thing that neither one of us 
thought of before. 
Senator SpaRKMAN, No. 82 relates to the change of the formula. 
82. Policy issue: 
Gradual reduction of Federal share of net project cost of urban renewal 
projects. 
Existing law: 
Federal share 6624 of net project cost (alternate forumla provides for 


Federal share of % of net project cost exclusive of the cost of planning and 
overhead which is borne by the LPA). 


S. 57 
No provision. 
S. 612: 
Gradually reduce Federal share from two-thirds of net project cost to 
one-half of net project cost in following manner: 


Fiscal year Federal share 


Saltire cliel ca eine ected te ie a edi Noecinesa apenas emt broeeinarpeil cinereus eginsion lpi esc aeeeasr 6624 
a SF es Fen elo Se Se ee 60 
 iititiccrctbatssldneaemaeea diet aecee Oet ot 8 oe Ee 55 
ae es eases cae teh Cit Ba LE Sl eee le 5O 
Na a 5O 
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[See. 304.] 


S. 2378: 
No provision. 


43777—_59——-13 
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Senator SparRKMAN We did not provide any change, and you set up 
a change that has been recommended by the President in 8. 612. The 
Bush bill is silent on it. Do you still ask for the formula? 

Mr. Mason. Well, Senator Sparkman, if we are talking about a 2- 
year bill we have no argument between us. 

Senator Sparkman. If we had the 6-year bill you would want the 
formula changed, but on a 2-year bill you submitted your figures for 
those 2 years ? 

Mr. Mason. This was within our proposal at the time, three years 
under the old 

Senator SparKkMAN. Then this would not be material on a 2-year 
program ? 

Mr. Mason. That is correct, or a 3-year program. 

Senator Busn. There is no reason why that could not go into S. 
2378 or any bill right now, is there? 

Senator SparKMAN. We would have to get a majority of the votes 
ope it in. 

Senator Busn. Aside from that slight 

Senator Sparkman. I doubt that we would do that. 

Senator Bus. I mean there is no— 

Senator SparkMAN. No, no, there is no prohibition against it except 
the one I mentioned. 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. No. 83. 








83. Policy issue: 
Grants in place of advances for surveys and planning. 
Existing law: 

The Federal Government makes planning advances to localties covering 
the entire cost of planning. The advances are repayable out of project 
funds on a %4 Federal=\ local basis. Advances can be used for (1) surveys 
and plans for specific projects; (2) general neighborhood renewal plans; 
and (3) feasibility surveys. 

a Ye 
No provision. 
9). 


TR 


Permit HHFA Administrator (effective July 1, 1960) to make grants to 
localities for the making of surveys or plans for urban renewal projects, 
thereby requiring the locality to put up its share at the outset in cash. 
Grants would be made in the following manner: 


Fiscal year Grant 

Thi i eee 60 percent of planning cost. 
Pan tah ieee ariisdinieenmboinicicaioatann imines AO DOOD OF IID Nene 
I rae I al ae ef sad Te 50 percent of planning cost. 
cal aia a ere ioe eal a Sig 50 percent of planning cost. 


[Sees. 306(c) and 307.] 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 
Senator SparkMAN. That would be along the same lines as No. 82; 
would it not? 
Mr. Mason. Yes. I think this is a proposal of ours and perhaps 
was not in your bill at all. 
Senator SparKMan. No, it was not, but I say though you would 
not worry about that on a 2-year program anyhow? 
Mr. Mason. No. 
Senator Busn. Would the Senator yield for a question here? 
Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes, indeed. 


eS SN 


a 


wa 
to 
url 


ra tJ PA bi 


tic 


S.A 


rr 


an 
are 
tic: 
St: 
bri 


= 
oO 


bead OD eed OD ee 


oS 
“3 
~ 


fr 


4 
° r 


5 
rr © kw 


wal 





t 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 187 


Senator Busn. In the previous bill I offered an amendment, and it 
was accepted, I think, in the Senate bill, which would give preference 
to those States which do make contributions to the local share of 
urban renewal projects. Do you recall that? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, I do, Senator. 

Senator Busu. Would you favor that type of an amendment? 

Mr. Mason. I would see no objection to it. 

Senator Busu. The purpose of it is to encourage more State par- 
ticipation at the State level. 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 


Senator Bus. And you have the local level and the Federal level, 
and the State is in the middle doing nothing—in most States. There 
are, I think, three States where the State is making contributions. 

It has been thought that it would encourage more States to par- 
ticipate if preference were given in awarding commitments to those 
States which made contributions toward the local share. This would 
bring more money into the program and make it possible to do more 
work actually. So I had assumed that you would favor that. 

Mr. Mason. Yes, Senator, we would. 

Senator SparKMAN. Would it bring more money into the program ? 

Mr. Mason. It would spread the money farther, Senator Sparkman. 

Senator SPARKMAN. How would it? 


Mr. Mason. It would not bring more money in. It would do more 
projects is what he means. 


Senator SparKMAN. It would not reduce the Federal contribution, 
would it ? 


Mr. Mason. I think that is the point of Senator Bush’s require- 
ment. 

Senator Busn. It would help those communities—which on their 
own would not be able to supply the local share by turning to their 
State treasury for assistance, thus bringing more into it. 

Senator SparKMAN. But it would react against those cities that hap- 
pened to be in States which are not able to share in the program. 
And, after all, the local contribution would be the same. It would 
simply be a sharing between the State and the city and therefore 
would not affect the Federal participation at all. And it seems to me 
the result of it 

Senator Busu. I did not mean to indicate it would affect the Fed- 
eral participation. That is not quite the point. The point is it would 
give opportunity to some communities who could not meet their local 
share to get some assistance—— 

Senator Witu1aMs. But overall I thought the objection to the bill 
was that we provided too much for urban renewal, and yet this pro- 
vision is designed to attract more communities into urban renewal. 

Senator Busu. More communities but not more money than the 
bill provides for. 

Senator Witt1ams. You mean you just want to put more people on 
the waiting list, more communities on the waiting list? 

Senator Busu. On the eligible list, yes; that is right. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. And waiting on the eligible list ? 

Senator Sparkman. I donot know. Offhan 

Senator Busu. That would depend, whether they would be on the 
waiting list or not. I donot know. But there would be more eligible. 
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Senator Sparkman. Offhand I would say that the proposition ought 
to be carefully studied, because it seems to me there may be some com- 
plications in it. 

For one thing, it seems to me we would be getting back to that dis- 
criminatory practice that the President condemned in the veto message 
whereby the richer States would be better taken care of than the poorer 
States who need it worse. 

Certainly that is something that might be considered. 

But let’s move on to No. 84. 

84. Policy issue: 
Investment by banks in long-term obligations of local public agencies. 
Existing law: 

Permits national banks and State member banks of the Federal Reserve 
System to purchase short-term (18 months or less) obligations of local 
public agencies if such obligations are backed up by a loan agreement with 
the URA 


No provision 
»). 


R 
os 
-- 
— 


Would remove the short-term (18 months) limitation. 
[Sece. 316.] 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 
Senator Sparkman. We had nothing. You had something in S. 
612. Do youstill want that? There was nothing in the bill 
Mr. Warxer. This, Senator Sparkman, if I may, is a most important 
thing. This would be of immeasurable assistance to the communities. 
Senator Sparkman. I am sorry Senator Robertson, who is chairman 
of our committee, is not present. He is not on the Housing Subcom- 
mittee. He is not only chairman of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee but for a long time has been chairman of the subcommittee deal- 
ing with banks and banking. 
This is a question that I think we will need to submit to him. 
You might want to talk to Senator Robertson. As far as I am con- 
cerned, I would be very glad to follow his recommendation. 
Mr. Warxer. Thank you, Senator. 
Senator Sparkman. Let’s goto No. 85. This is public housing. 


85. Policy issue: 
— language to the declaration of policy in the U.S. Housing Act of 
1937. 
Existing law: 

Objectives: 

A. To alleviate unemployment. 

B. To remedy substandard conditions. 

is ge C. To remedy the housing shortage for low-income families. 

Additional objectives : 

D. To make adequate provision for larger families, and 

E. For the elderly. 

F. Vest maximum responsibility in local authorities for the administra- 
tion of the program and for the establishment of rents and income ceilings 
subject to PHA approval. 

[See. 501.] 

8S. 612: 

No provision. 

8S. 2378: 
No provision. 
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Mr. Mason. We agree to No. 85, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. All right. 

Mr. Mason. We have no objection. 

Senator SparkMANn. What is that? 

Mr. Mason. We have no objection to No. 85. 
Senator Sparkman. Allright. How about 86? 


86. Policy issue: 

Allocation of cost of facilities for combined urban renewal and public 

housing local agencies. 
Existing law: 

Where the local urban renewal agency also serves as the public hous- 
ing agency, an administrative office facility built for the public housing 
program may include space for urban renewal purposes, provided an eco- 
nomic rent is paid. 

8S. 57: 
Make the existing provision applicable to a locality where the urban 
renewal and public housing authorities operate as separate legal entities, 
but with a common administrative staff. 
[See. 502.] 
S. 612: 

No provision. 
S. 2378: 

No provision. 


Mr. Mason. We oppose this, sir. This is creating office buildings 
in the Public Housing Administration for urban renewal and public 
housing, and we feel that we have space now in our public housing 
for this and we prefer not to have it. 

Senator Sparkman. I believe you gave us a statement on this that 
we had before us in the conference committee, did you not? 

Mr. Mason. I am sure we did, sir. 


Senator Sparkman. That would still be available. I suppose you 
have given it in that memorandum you gave us today too. 
Mr. Mason. We will do it again too if we have to. 


Senator SparKMAN. I mean the one you put in the record. I pre- 
sume it was in that too. 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator SparKMan. Allright. No. 87. 

87. Policy issue: 
Rents and income ceilings. 
Existing law: 
Income ceilings covered by statutory formula; local project rents and in- 
come limits subject to prior approval by central authority (PHA). 
Income ceiling for admission: Lowest private rentals in the local mar- 
ket, minus 20 percent, multiplied by 5 times (less exemptions). 
Exemptions for admission: 
A. $100 for each minor. 
B. $100 for each dependent adult without income. 
C. Income up to $600 for each person other than principal income re 
cipient. 
D. All disability and death benefits. 
Additional exemptions for continued occupancy : 
E. All income of minors other than head and spouse, in lieu of exemption 
(a) above for minors. 

57: 

Eliminates statutory ceiling on family income for both admission and 
continued occupancy. Permits local housing agency, with PHA approval, 
to establish income limits and, subject to 20 percent gap between upper rental 
limit for admission and lowest rent on private sanitary housing, to establish 
rent limits. 


For displaced families, eliminates 20-percent gap requirement. 
[See. 503.] 
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S. 612: 

No provision. 
S. 2378: 

No provision. 

Mr. Mason. We have no objection to No. 87, sir. 

Iamsorry. Wehavetwosections in No. 87. 

~ ‘ 

Senator SparKMAN. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Mason. We oppose the provision in S. 57 which would waive 
this 20-percent gap for families displaced by governmental action. 
This would permit admission to low-rent housing of families for 
whom private housing is available at rents they can afford to pay. 
Hence, it would be inappropriate use of public housing and an im- 
proper invasion into the fields of private housing. 

Senator SparkMAN. How about the last paragraph— 


For displaced families, eliminates 20-percent gap requirement? 


Mr. Mason. This is a part of that No. 87 that we are opposed to. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. You would be opposed to everything 
starting with the word “permits”? Isthat right? 

Mr. Mason. No. 

Senator SparKMAN. Or is it just the “For displaced families” ? 

Mr. Mason. Just the part for the displaced families. 

Senator SparKMaN. Isee. Allright. Ihaveitnow. No. 88. 


88. Policy issue: 

Minimum age for admission of elderly persons to public housing. 
Existing law: 

Minimum age established at 65. 
8. 57: 

Revises minimum age applicable to elderly and disabled persons for occu- 
pancy in low-rent housing to 65 years of age for men, 62 years of age for 
women, and 55 years for disabled persons. (Conforms applicable ages to 
those of Social Security Act.) 

[Sec. 504.] 

8. 612: 

No provision. 

$.2378 : 

No provision. 

Senator Sparkman. The present law is 65, and we have it 65 for 
men and 62 for women. 


Mr. Mason. We have no objection. 
Senator SparkMaANn. To conform with social security. No. 89. 


89. Policy issue: 
Public housing vnit volume authorization. 
Existing law: 

The Housing Act of 1956 authorized 70,000 units in 2 installments, each 
to run for 2 years. The first installment became available Aug. 1, 1956, 
and expired July 31, 1958, with 10,000 units uncommitted. The second in- 
stallment became available on July 1, 1957, and expired June 30, 1959, with 
all 35,000 units placed under contract. 

S. 57: 

Extended for 2 years the expiration date of each 35,000-unit installment; 
and authorize 35,000 additional units which would be available from July 1, 
1959, until June 30, 1963. 

Authorize the President to increase the above authorization by no more 
than 35,000 units annually starting July 1, 1960, until statutory maximum 
annual contributions are contracted for. Depending on construction cost and 
bond interest charges on date of construction the remaining authority of 
$118 million annual contribution would permit from 100,000 to 150,000 new 
units. 

[See. 505.] 
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S. 612 

No provision. 
S. 2378: 

No provision. 


Mr. Mason. Of course, we talked about this rather extensively. 
Senator SpaRKMAN. Thatisright. No. 90. 


90. Policy issue: 
Local public housing authority payment to locality for 
services, 
Existing law: 

Some public housing contracts were made when governmental services 
were financed out of general tax revenues, and the locality agreed to exempt 
the project from these taxes; if the locality shifts to a used charge basis, 
the public housing authority is not authorized to pay the charge. 

; ees 
Permit a local authority to pay user charges for governmental services, 
if such charges are levied against private persons generally. 
[Sec. 506.] 
S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
No provision. 


governmental 


mM 


Mr. Mason. The administration opposes this provision, which 
would require the Public Housing Administration to authorize local 
housing agencies utilizing public services and facilties of a munici- 
pality for which separate charges are made to pay such charges, re- 
gardless of agreement of the municipality to furnish services without 
charge. Such municipalities have a moral and legal obligation to 
furnish the services without charge, and the local housing agencies 
should not be authorized to pay the charges, for which they would 
then be reimbursed by the Federal Gover nment. 

Senator SparKMAN. Allright. No.91. 

91. Policy issue: 
Amendment of existing contract with local public housing agency. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
8.57: 
Directs PHA to amend existing contracts at the request of a local public 
housing agency to bring such contracts into uniformity with amendments in 


1959 act. 
[ Sec. 507.] 
S. 612: 


No provision. 
> 
No provision. 


Senator SparkMAN. This directs PHA to amend existing contracts 
at the request of a local public housing agency to bring such contracts 
into uniformity with amendments in the 1959 act. 

Mr. Mason. On this we feel it is unnecessary. The existing law 
permits the Public Housing to extend provisions of any laws, new 7 laws, 
to outstanding contracts, and it has long followed that practice. 

Senator Sparkman. You think it could be done administratively ? 

Mr. Mason. That is right, sir. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. We have discussed college housing. 

We will move on to No. 96, the military housing program. 
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96. Policy issue: Ex 
A. Extension of military housing program—FHA, sec. 803. 
B. Extend term of military housing mortgages—FHA, sec. 803. S. | 
C. Inclusion of nondwelling facilities in military housing mortgages— 
FHA, sec. 803. 
D. Reduction in insurance premium on Wherry Housing acquired by De- 
partment of Defense. 
E. Time and one-half for overtime. 
Existing law: 





A. Expires June 30, 1959. a4 
B. 25 years. 
C. Not permitted. 8. 


PD. Requires an insurance premium of % of.-1 percent. 
E. No provision. 
S. 57: 

A. Extend to September 30, 1960. 

[See. 701 (a).] mae 

B. 30 years. 98 

[See. 701(b).] = 

C. Permit the FHA Commissioner to include such nondwelling facilities 
as may be adequate to serve military personnel as a part of the mortgage 
security in FHA, sec. 803 (military housing). 

[Sece. 701(c).] 

D. Give the FHA same authority to reduce insurance premiums below 
¥% of 1 percent per annum as the statute provided with respect to projects 
financed under the sec. 803 (military housing program). 

[See. 701(d).] 

E. Require time and one-half for overtime to be paid by contractors 
building FHA, sec. 803 (Capehart), projects. 

[Sec. 701(d).] 

S. 612: 

A. Extend to June 30, 1960. 

[Sec. 117.] 

B. Same as §. 57. 

[See. 117.] 

C. Same as §S. 57. 

[Sec. 117.] 

D. Same as §S. 57. 

[See. 117.] 

E. No provision. 

S. 2378: 

A. Same as §S. 57. | 

[See. 601(a).] 

B. Same as 8. 57. , 

[See. 601 (b).] 8. : 

C. Same as 8.5 

[See. 601(¢).] 

D. Same as S. 57. 

[Sec. 601(d).] 

BE. Same as §. 57. 

[Sec. 601 (e).] 


Senator SparKMAN. I think we are in agreement. You would agree 
to S. 57 I presume on the length of time that is extended ? | 
Mr. Mason. Yes. Sp 
Senator SparKkMAN. And we are together—on B. | des 
On C weare together. 
On D we are together. 
And on E— 
Mr. Mason. On E, we have no objection. ; 99. 


Senator SparKMAN. No objection ? i 
Allright. No. 97. xi 


97. Policy issue: ; 
Permit Secretary of Defense to acquire certain rental housing projects 
constructed under FHA, sec. 207 program. 
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Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 

Permit Secretary of Defense to acquire National Housing Act, sec. 207 
project, if completed prior to July 1, 1952, and certified by Department of 
Defense as necessary for military housing purposes, and to make the ac- 
quisition of such projects mandatory if a sec. 803 (military housing) project 
is constructed in the area of the National Housing Act, sec. 207 project. 

[See. 702.] 

8. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as 8. 57. 
[Sec. 602.] 


Mr. Mason. We have no objection. 


Senator SparKMAN. Allright. No.98. 
98. Policy issue: 

Provide new single-family and multifamily housing program at or near 
military installations. 

A. Cost certification. 

B. Prevailing wage (Davis-Bacon). 

Existing law: 
No provision. 
8. 57: 

Adds new sec. 810 to National Housing Act to authorize the FHA to 
insure mortgages on single-family and multifamily projects, the need for 
which is certified by the Department of Defense. Projects would be held 
for rental for 5 years unless released by military for sale. Priority in rental 
given to military personnel and essential civilian personnel of armed serv- 
ices as evidenced by certification issued by Secretary of Defense. Terms 
and conditions would be the same as apply to National Housing Act, sec. 
207 (regular rental housing) program, except that insurance would be on an 


“acceptable risk” rather than an “economic soundness” basis. Program 
limited to 5,000 units. 


[See. 708(a).] 
A. Makes cost certification applicable to new program. 
[See. 703(b).] 


B. Makes applicable the prevailing wage requirement of the Davis-Bacon 
Act. 


[See. 703(¢).] 

8. 612: 
No provision. 

§. 2378: 
Same as 8S. 57. 
[Sec. 603(a).] 
A. Same as S. 57. 
[See. 603(b).] 
B. Same as 8S. 57. 
[ See. 603(¢).] 


Senator SparkMAN. That is the section 810 housing, is it not? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. The administration is opposed to this, Senator 
Sparkman, but would accept it as part of a legislative bill which was 
desirable. ; 

Senator SparKMAN, I will put down “mildly opposed.” 

Mr. Mason. Very mildly. 

Senator SparkMan. No. 99. 

99. Policy issue: 

Reacquisition by former owners. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
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S. 


vt: 

Authorizes FHA Commissioner in disposing of title IX and 608 projects 
to give preference and priority of opportunity to reacquire to former 
owners. 

[Sec. 801.] 

8. 612: 

No provision. 
S, 2378: 

No provision. 

Senator SparkMaNn. This is the Brown provision put in in the 
House by Congressman Brown of Georgia. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, we are opposed to this provision, 
It would require us, as you know, to give former owners preference 
and priority in acquisition of title IX and section 608 rental housing 
projects sold by FHA, the ones they have taken back and are selling. 
The benefit of this requirement to the former owners is doubtful be- 

‘ause such owners must offer prices and terms not less favorable than 
the other offers and the priority procedure would be required. 

It would be of no practical benefit to the former owners unless 
their offers were identical to the ones the others made. If they made 
a better offer they would get it anyway. 

It is difficult, you see, to understand exactly how you are going to 
give this preference where you are selling projects at an auction. 

Senator Busu. It gives the former owner sort of a refusal. As I 
understand it, he can meet the highest bid. Is that not what it does? 

Mr. Mason. If it did this you are not going to get bids from any- 
body. 

Senator Busu. Exactly the point I wanted to bring out. That 
is the objection I have to that section. It would discourage bidders 
if they realized somebody is standing by with a refusal on the thing. 
Is that not true? 

Mr. Mason. That is exactly true, Senator Bush. We think that 
this proposal would be bad because currently one of the ways that 
we are disposing of property in FHA is through auctions rather 
than just open bidding. We find that results in better prices, and it 
would be very difficult to have such a situation where somebody else 
had the privilege of coming along and taking it after you made the 
bid. 

Senator Sparkman. Allright. Let’s goto No. 100. 

100. Policy issue: 
Authority for HHFA Administrator to make surveys of volume of public 
works planning. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
8. 57 


Permit the HHFA Administrator to use up to $50,000 per fiscal year, of the 
revolving fund established for the public works planning program, to conduct 
surveys of the States and current volume of State and local public works 
planning and surveys of estimated requirements for State and local public 
works. 

[See 802.] 

S. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[Sec. 401.] 
S. 2378 : 
No provision. 
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Senator SparkMAN. I think we are together on that, are we not? 
Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 


Senator SpaRKMAN. No. 101 likewise? 
101. Policy issue: 
Exception to occupancy requirement for a Lanham Act housing project. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
S. 57: 

Extend by 2 years the period of time in which military personnel and civil- 
ian employees of the armed services may continue to occupy war-housing 
projects PA-36011 and PA-36012 (Passayunk) which are presently owned 
by Housing Authority of Philadelphia, Pa. 

[Sec. 803 (a).] 

Extend by 2 years the period of time in which military personnel and civfl- 
ian employees of the armed service may continue to occupy war housing 
projects conveyed to Housing Authority of Newport, R.lI. 

[See. 803 (b).] 

8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[Sece. 404.] 


Same as 8. 57. 

[Sec. 701 (a).J 

Same as S. 57. 

[See. 701 (b).] 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 

Senator SPARKMAN. No. 102. 

102. Policy issue: 

A. Extension of farm housing research program—HHFA. 

B. VA-guaranteed and direct loans maximum maturity. 

C. Hospital construction extension. 

Existing law: 

A. Expires June 30, 1959. 

B. 30 years. 

C. Expired June 30, 1958. 

8. 57: 

A. Extend for 2 years, beginning July 1, 1959, and authorize an appro- 
priation of $100,000 during such additional period. 

[ See. S04.] 

B. Extend maximum maturity from 30 to 35 years. 

[ See. 805.] 

Cc. Extends for 2 additional years the authority to appropriate funds for 
construction of hospitals under the Defense Housing and Community Fa- 
cilities and Services Act of 1951, where applications for such assistance 
were filed before June 30, 1953, and denied solely because of lack of funds. 

[See. 806.] 

S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 

No provision. 

Senator SparKMAN. You had nothing in your bill and in conference 
we modified this to make it apply for 2 years, a total appropriation 
of $100,000 applicable at any time within the 2 years. 

Mr. Mason. The administration’s position is in opposition to this 
at this time. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mild opposition ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator SparKkMAN. And I hope, as a matter of fact, you will come 
around to support this program. And while I understand no appro- 
priation is required for fiscal 1960, I do hope for fiscal 1961 you will 
ask for an appropriation. 
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Let me say again—I have often said this—I have no feeling as to 
whether it should be in housing or in agriculture, but I certainly feel 
that it ought to be in one place or the other. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. Mason, I would like you to be thinking 
about this and see if we cannot come up with some kind of a program 
next year. I believe that one field in which we are sadly lacking— 
and I am sure there are some people in your organization who share 
this feeling—is in the field of research. I think a lot of the increased 
cost in housing probably has resulted from the lack of adequate re- 
search, both in materials and costs, methods and so forth. 

I would like very much to see some kind of adequate research pro- 
gram provided for within your agency another year. I know we 
cannot do it now. 

This is a very small request and relates to a field that has been almost 
completely neglected—that is, farm housing. 

Mr. Mason. At this point you can count me as an ardent supporter 
of this kind of proposal. 

Senator Sparkman. Good. I hope you will bring it up to us in 
the spring. 

Mr. Mason. I will do everything within my power to see we get 
cooperation on this kind of thing. We need this very badly. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you. 

No. 103. No, wait 

Mr. Mason. No. 102, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. It was my mistake. No. 102 is numbered right 
but the second part of that really ought to be No. 103. 

Mr. Mason. We have another No. 103 so let’s call it No. 102, A, B, 
and C, can we? 

Senator SparkMan. No. 102-A is all right. That is law already 
anyhow. 

Mr. Mason. The Administration is opposed to the increase of the 
VA loans to 35 years. 

Senator SparkMAN. Oh, yes. This is the length of the loan. And 
you are opposed. 

The hospital construction extension we will call No. 102-C. You 
have no position stated on that. You understand this is really a 
continuation of the program that was set up several years ago, and 
a couple of hospitals that should have had the benefit of it but it 
expired before they were able to take advantage of it. 

Mr. Mason. The Administration has felt perhaps extension was not 
needed. It was continued 2 years ago and we have had no applica- 
tions during that period of time. 

Senator Sparkman. All right. I will put down on No. 102-C you 
do not think it is necessary. 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. No. 103. 

103. Policy issue: 

Amendments affecting Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
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A. Permits a Federal savings and loan association to use 20 percent of its 
assets to purchase participating interests in first mortgages on 1- to 4-family 
homes without regard to the existing area restriction, subject to the limita- 
tion that the aggregate of such participations plus all outstanding loans and 
participation which the association has made under the ewisting exception 
from such restriction may not at any time exceed 30 percent of its assets. 

[See. 807(a).] 

Provides that participating interests in FHA or VA mortgages shall not 
be taken into account in determining the amount of loans which a savings 
and loan association may make within any of the percentage limitations. 

[See. 807(b).] 

B. Permits a Federal savings and loan association to invest an amount not 
to exceed at any one time 5 percent of its withdrawable accounts in loans 
to finance acquisition and development of land for primarily residential 
usage, subject to regulation by the HLBB, provided that the association 
has general reserves, surplus, and undivided profits in excess of 5 percent 
of its withdrawable accounts. 

[See. 807(c).] 

S. 612: 
No provision. 
8. 2378 : 

A. Same as S. 57. 

[See. 702(a).] 

B. Same as S. 57 

[Sec. 702(b).] 


Senator Sparkman. I believe you agree with us on the first two 
paragraphs and oppose the last one. Is that right ? 

Mr. Mason. We are in favor of participation in home loans. We 
are not in favor of having savings and loans invest in residential 
land development. 

Senator SparKMan. Allright, sir. 

No. 104. 

104. Policy issue: 
Extension of voluntary home mortgage credit program—HHFA. 
Existing law: 
Expires July 31, 1959. 
8. 57: 
Extend for 2 years, until July 31, 1961. 
[ See. 808. ] 
8. 612: 
Same as S. 57. 
[See. 405. ] 
S. 2378: 
Extend for 3 years, until July 31, 1962. 
[ See. 703.] 


Senator SparKM: AN. Weare together on that. 
Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 


Senator SPARK Ms! AN. No. 105. 
105. Policy issue: 


Study of migratory farmworkers’ housing needs. 
Existing law: 


No provision. 
8. 57: 


ae ts HHFA Administrator to study housing needs of migratory farm- 
workers. 
[ See. 809.] 
8. 612: 
No provision. 
8. 2378: 


No provision, 
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Senator SparKMAN. Do you have any thought on that ? 

Mr. Mason. We feel that this probably should be done in the Agri- 
culture Department rather than the Housing Agency, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. Do you not have some way of clearing those 
problems through Budget Bureau to be sure that it is done somewhere ? 

Mr. Mason. Well, it certainly—I think Mr. Staats is not here now. 

Senator SparkMAN. No, he is not here this afternoon. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, I have a device for this now which 
T have just recently reinstituted. I found when I came in to my agency 
a National Housing Council which had been dormant for some 4 years 
or so. This was a meeting chaired by me with the heads of many 
Government departments on it and furnished a vehicle of transferring 
information back and forth like this problem. 

I reinstituted this committee primarily to have a place to coordinate 
city activities, but there is no reason why we could not also coordinate 
this, because the Agriculture Department is on that committee. 

Senator SparKkMAN. Well, fine. We may be able to work out some- 
thing then. 

No. 106. 


106. Policy issue: 
Consolidation of Lanham Act and other low-rent project. 
Existing law: 

Lanham Act projects which have been sold for low-rent use to local housing 
authorities cannot be consolidated with other low-rent projects being assisted 
with annual contributions. 

8. 57: 

Would remove the restriction in the Lanham Act against consolidating 
all low-rent projects under jurisdiction of one local authority and permit 
commingling of project funds and the use of all residual receipts for reduc- 
tion of any Federal annual contribution under the consolidated contract. 

[See. 810.] 

S. 612: 
Same as 8. 57. 
[ See. 403. ] 

S. 2378: 


Same as S. 57. 
[Sec. 704. ] 


Senator SparKMAN. We are together on that. No. 107. 


107. Policy issue: 

Modification of terms of sale of federally owned housing projects. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
S. 57: 

Authorize PHA Commissioner to modify terms of any contract relating 
to any housing projects disposed of by him to cooperatives. 

[See. 811.] 

; O12: 
No provision. 
. 2378: 

Authorizes PHA Commissioner to modify terms of contract relating to the 
Southmore Mutual Housing Corp. with respect to the sale to that corporation 
of a Lanham Act war housing project. 

[Sec. 705. ] 


Senator Sparkman. The Bush bill specifies the specific project, 
whereas we had general language. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, it would be better in my estimation, rather 
than opening up the whole Pandora’s box, to give relief to the one 
organization which is having trouble. 
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Senator SparKMAN. You prefer S. 2378? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. No. 108. 

108. Policy issue: 

Planning scholarships and fellowships. 
Existing law: 

No provision. 
§. 57: 

Authorizes appropriation of $300,000 for a 3-year period to be used by 
HHEFA Administrator to provide scholarships and fellowships in public 
and nonprofit institutions of higher education for graduate training of 
professional city planning and housing technicians and specialists. 

[See. 812.] 

S. 612: 
No provision. 
§. 2378. 

No provision. 

Senator SparKMAN. We provided $300,000 over a 3-year period 
to be used by HHFA to provide scholarships and fellowships in 
public and ne institutions of higher education for graduate 
training of professional city planning and housing technicians and 
specialists. 

Mr. Mason, I may say before you answer that we probably have 
had our heaviest mail on this particular provision of this bill. 

Mr. Mason. That is very interesting. 

Senator SparKMAN. I am in favor of it. 

Mr. Mason. A very interesting fact, sir. Our concern in this, I 
think, is partly the fact that there are other technical fields that 
we probably should be supporting as well as city planners with such 
scholarships if the Federal Government is to embark upon such a 
program. 

In other words, we have the feeling that a scholarship program 
of this kind might better be considered on a broad scale to cover 
people in the missile field and other fields as well as this, rather 
than to pick out and do it piecemeal. 

Senator SPARKMAN. By the way, let me ask you: Under the schol- 
arship loan act of last year, the National Defense Education Act, 
the Hill-Elliott Act, do you know whether or not it would be pos- 
sible under that to get scholarships or loans in this field as well 
as other fields? Do you know? 

Mr. Mason. I am not well acquainted with this. Is this by any 
chance the act which permits me to send my employees, Government 
employees, to study such things? We have such a program 

Senator SpARKMAN. I donot know—I was thinking of 

Mr. Mason. That is not it. 

Senator SparkMAN. This relates primarily to bright graduates 
of high school and then even for college graduate students and so 
forth. 

Mr. Mason. I do not know about it. I will look into that. 

Senator SparKMAN. It might be well to do it in connection with 
the statement you have just made about the broad coverage. 

If we move on I think we can finish. No. 109. 

109. Policy issue: 


Real estate loans by national banks. 
Existing law: 
No provision. 
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S. 57: 

Permits national banks to exempt loans insured pursuant to FHA sec. 208 
in applying the existing limitations on the total amount of real estate loans 
which a national bank may make in relation to its capital and surplus or its 
time and savings deposits. (VA-guaranteed loans are now exempt.) 

[ See. 813.] 

S. 612: 
No provision. 
S. 2378: 
Same as §. 57. 
[See. 706.] 


Mr. Mason. We would accept your provision. 
Senator SpARKMAN. You would be in favor of that ? 
No. 110. 


110. Policy issue: 
Disposal of remaining PWA low-rent projects. 
Existing law: 
Directs PHA to sell its Federal projects or divest itself of their manage- 
ment through leases “as soon as practicable to a ‘public housing agency.” 
S. 57: 


No provision. 


S. 612: 
Permits PHA to dispose of the 3 remaining PWA low-rent projects to other 
than a local public agency. 
[See. 402.] 
S. 2378: 


No provision. 


Mr. Mason. Weare in agreement on this. 

Senator Sparkman. We do not differ very much, do we? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I am sorry. I said we were in agreement. I 
do not think this last one was in the bill. 

Senator SparKMAN. No, it was not, but you have your proposal 
stated. 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator SparKkMAN. Yes. You had it inS. 612. 

Mr. Mason. Yes, we did. 

Senator Sparkman. I was just making the comment it is surprising 
the area of agreement we have, is it not? Not necessarily to you and 
me, but I mean it would be to a great many people, do you not think? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, I think this should indicate to 
some people who perhaps have not studied this very carefully that 
the Housing Agency is trying its best to see that it works with the 
committee to get a bill that will be generally acceptable. I think it is 
important to the housing industry and to the whole country that we 
have it. I realize you have done a great deal along this line. 

Senator SPARKMAN. This is a quorum call before rolleall, so it is 
notice we are going to have to leave shortly. But I do say that I 
should think to a great many people it would be rather surprising how 
we have narrowed down the area of disagreement. 

There are some questions that I am sure we would like to discuss 
with you, but we probably will not have time. We can later. I be- 
lieve TI explained to you in the beginning, either in my letter to you 
or in my talk with you, that it was our purpose to have Government 
people today and then go on through with other witnesses and leave 
July 31 open so that if there are any loose ends we need to discuss you 
‘ould come back with us on that day. 

{s that agreeable ? 
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Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, we are agreeable to come back any 
time you want us. As I understand now, the date is July 31. 

Senator SPARKMAN. July 31; yes. 

Mr. Mason. And not before then? 

Senator SparkMAN. That is right. 

Mr. Mason. We would be very happy to furnish you any other in- 
formation between now and then that you might like too. 

Senator SparkMAN. Fine. We may submit questions to you from 
time to time. 

Are there any questions? We have a few minutes. 

Any questions, Senator Williams? 

Senator Wiiui1ams. No; Ido not believe so. 

Senator SparKMAN. If not, I think it is better for us to recess. 

We will meet in the morning at 10 o’clock. At that time we will 
hear from the mayors of several cities. The mayors will be here, and 
we will hear from them tomorrow. 

You might be interested in the further schedule. On Monday we 
shall have some representative governors. 

On Tuesday we shall have some labor leaders and some of the college 
people. 

On Wednesday we want to study the elderly housing program, have 
a report made to us by a subcommittee that has been studying it, 
a eh skater of the Labor and Public Welfare Committee under 
Senator McNamara. Then we will have Mr. William McChesney 
Martin, and we will also have Mayor Kenneth Peterson of Min- 
neapolis. 

On Thursday we will have some people from the building industry, 
bankers, mortgagors, and industry generally. 

Then we will hold Friday open for anything that might accumulate 
between now and that time. 

The committee stands in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:17 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to be 
reconvened at 10 a.m., Friday, July 24, 1959.) 
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FRIDAY, JULY 24, 1959 
U.S. SENATE, 


CoMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HousINne, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, in room 5302, New 
Senate Office Building, at 10:14 a.m. ., Senator John Sparkman (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Sparkman, Clark, Williams, Muskie, Capehart, 
and Beall. 

Also present: Senators Proxmire, Bennett, Gore, Jordan, and 
Congressman Clem Miller. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let the committee come to order, please. 

Other members of the subcommittee will be here a little later, but 
I think we had better get started because we have a rather full 
schedule this morning. 

We are continuing he: arings on the President’s message disapprov- 
ing S. 57. the Housing Act of 1959. Yesterday we heard adminis- 
tration witnesses, and I believe that most impartial observers would 
agree that these witnesses were not very convincing in their attempt 
to defend the President’s message. 

It was admitted that the President’s reference to “100,000 previously 
authorized public housing units as yet unbuilt” failed to state that 
these units have already ‘been allocated to communities all over the 
country and that applications for 57,000 additional units are now on 
hand at the Public Housing Administration. 

It was admitted that the President’s charge that under the bill “a 
few large cities, by making early application, could tie up all the 
funds available under the urban renewal program” is not based on 
fact. Under the bill, applications now on hand would receive a 
priority and as of June 30, 1959, the agency, according to the admin- 
istration’s own figures and admissions, had applications from 134 
localities amounting to over $272 million that the administration wit- 
nesseg admitted would be taken care of ahead of any others. 

It was admitted that the President’s statement that “lower down 
payments and longer maturities * * * would introduce underwrit- 
ing provisions of “questionable soundness” was far from the whole 
truth. ‘The bill merely gives the Administrator discretion to reduce 
down payments and discr retion to raise the maximum maturity. To 
the extent that such actions might, in fact, be unsound—which I 
deny—these actions would be solely at the discretion of the 
administration. 
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It was admitted that, in spite of the President’s references to author- 
izations available “for commitment without further Congressional 
or Presidential action,” the administration recommends Treasury bor- 
rowing to finance the college housing loan program and recommends 
the existing method of contracting for urban renewal loans and grants. 

It was admitted that the President’s inference that “only about 14 
percent of the cost” of an urban renewal project is paid by local tax- 
payers is misleading. This figure fails to include noncash grants-in- 
aid which come out of the pockets of local taxpayers and which on an 
average raise the local contribution to approximately 36 percent of 
the total cost. . 

Time did not permit as complete an examination of the administra- 
tion witnesses as might have been warranted. The subcommittee will 
determine whether it may be desirable to request their attendance 
during a subsequent hearing. I may say that the administration wit- 
nesses have made themselves available for later recall if it is felt 
desirable, probably on the 3lst day of this month. 

Today we will hear the testimony from official representatives of 
the American Municipal Association and the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, as well as other mayors speaking as individuals. I hope that 
these local public servants can help the subcommittee in its considera- 
tion of the merit of the President’s veto message. 

We have the witnesses listed, but there are a couple of Senators 
here who want to present mayors from their respective States. I 
am sure they have other business to attend to. I will be glad for 
them to stay, to take a seat with us up here, or to stay with their con- 
stituents there, stay as long as you wish. I see Senator Gore back 
there. 

Senator Gore, do you want to present your mayor? If so, we would 
be very glad to have you to do so now, and then he could take his 
time in presenting testimony. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, it is with particular pride and 
pleasure that I present to you the distinguished mayor of Tennessee’s 
capital city. In a personal way it isa pleasure. This gentleman and 
my wife were classmates in Vanderbilt Law School. This gentleman 
has been my personal friend for a goodly number of years, my po- 
litical supporter. To show the value with which I regard him is not 
confined to me alone, he was just reelected Mayor of the city of Nash- 
ville, receiving 95 percent of the votes. 

I present to you the Honorable Ben West, mayor of Nashville. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Senator Gore. I may say that 
you present him in glowing terms, particularly in regard to his po- 
litical prowess. 

Senator Gore. I would like to take advantage of the opportunity, 
if I may, to recommend and request your committee to bring to the 
Senate a recommendation that the unjustified veto be overridden. 

Senator SparKMAN. That certainly is within the purview of our 
study, and the committee will give consideration to it after we have 
completed the hearings. 

May I say that we have had the pleasure of having Mayor West 
before us a good many times heretofore, and we certainly welcome 
him back. 

Mr. West. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator SparkMAN. Senator Jordan was here a few minutes ago. 
Did he have to go? 

Mr. Enxor. Senator Sparkman, I think he realized he couldn’t say 
as nice things about me as Senator Gore has about Mayor West, so 
he left. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mayor, I can tell the audience that he said 
some pretty good things about you up here to me. 

Mr. Envor. Off the record. 

Senator Sparkman. And I know he would have stayed if he could 
have. 

Is there any other Senator ? 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Chairman, might I introduce Mayor Dilworth, 
of Philadelphia? 

Mr. Dilworth, would you mind standing ? 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think Mayor Dilworth needs any intro- 
duction to this committee. He has been before us many times urging 
the needs of his city and mine and our whole State and community. 
He is here again for the same purpose. He is going to leave here and 
go downstairs and testify in support of the bill to make a real study 
of metropolitan area problems which I have presented and which is 
going to be heard before the Government Operations Committee. 

All I can say is that between Washington and Harrisburg, the 
mayor has to spend an awful lot of time trying to see to it that the 
State and Federal Government pay appropriate attention to the needs 
of the City of Brotherly Love. 

I cannot cap Senator Gore’s comment about my good friend Ben 
West having received 95 perecnt of the vote. I will say that Mayor 
Dilworth is a candidate for reelection this fall against a very dis- 
tinguished gentleman who used to be Governor of Mississippi. 

Senator SparKMAN. Is he going to get 95 percent of the vote? 

Senator Ciark. While I do not think the betting would be quite 
as high as 95 percent, I want to assure my friends who are here that 
it will not be very far away. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, Senator Clark. 

Mayor Dilworth, we welcome you back. You have been here many 
times, and we are always glad to have you. 

Senator Bennert. Off the record may I make a comment? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Dizworrn. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Mayor Dilworth. 

Bsa Ditwortu. May I thank Senator Clark for a most delightful 
oil rub. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, and we will look forward to your 
testimony a little later when you come back from the other committee. 

We are delighted to have with us today Congressman Clement W. 
Miller of California. Congressman Miller was here yesterday. We 
will ask him to come up and sit at the table this morning. 

Congressman Miller, we are delighted to have you. 

Anyone else? If not, I think we will get started. Our first wit- 
ness is the Honorable Anthony J. Celebrezze. 

Mr. Celebrezze, I understand you are accompanied by Mr. James 
Lister. If you gentlemen will come around, we shall be glad to hear 
from you. 

Mayor Celebrezze, would you identify for the record Mr. Lister? 
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STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. CELEBREZZE, MAYOR, CLEVELAND, 
OHIO; PRESIDENT, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. CeLeprezze. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lister is director of urban 
renewal and housing for the city of Cleveland. 

Senator Sparkman. And you appear here both as mayor of Cleve- 
land and also as president of the American Municipal Association, is 
that right? 

Mr. Cetesrezze. That is right, Senator. 

Senator SparKMAN. We have your prepared statement. You pro- 
ceed in your own way. 

May I say to the committee that in inviting all these witnesses here 
I suggested that they have prepared statements not to exceed 15 min- 
utes. I would suggest that we let them go straight through their state- 
ments, let Mayor Celebrezze go straight through with his statement, 
and then we can use such time as we see fit for questioning after they 
finish. 

Weare glad to have you again, mayor. 

Mr. Ceveprezze. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee on Housing. I am 
Anthony J. Celebrezze, mayor of Cleveland, Ohio, and president of 
the American Municipal Association. 

On behalf of the city of Cleveland and the American Municipal 
Association let me say that we again appreciate the opportunity to 
express our views on the need for adequate Federal housing legisla- 
tion—although we regret the circumstances that have made this 
particular appearance necessary. 

Events which have taken place since I appeared before you last 
January have in no way persuaded me or the member cities and 
leagues of municipalities of the American Municipal Association that 
the position we took then concerning the minimum needs for renewal 
and housing legislation was unjustified, in error, or irresponsible. 

Nothing new has been added to our knowledge or understanding of 
the program which leads us to believe a revision is either warranted 
or necessary. 

Our basic recommendations for urban renewal and for public hous- 
ing are still the same. Let me briefly review our position by reading 
some pertinent extracts from our 1959 national municipal policy 
statement on housing: 


Every person should have a decent home. Decent homes tend to make good 
citizens. Good homes are the best basis for a sound and socially desirable city. 
Municipal support for decent homes should be an active and not a passive part 
of community activity. Municipal governments, on a national scale, should 
lead a movement to provide good housing for all the people. Municipal govern- 
ments through their organizations should support, in principle, all reasonable 
efforts to provide and improve the housing of urban dwellers. 


On the question of low-income housing : 


The 1950 census revealed that there were 10 million substandard nonfarm 
housing units. President Eisenhower’s Advisory Committee on Government 
Housing Policies and Programs pointed out that local governments with their 
limited taxing powers are not in a position to provide standard housing for the 
low- and middle-income groups of our society. Private enterprise has also failed 
to provide adequate shelter for these same income groups. 

Low-income housing is designed to serve a cross section of families having 
low incomes and living in substandard shelter, not through choice, but because 
they cannot afford standard housing provided through normal private channels. 
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That basic purpose must be continued, although more emphasis is required on 
the specialized needs of the large family, the senior citizen, and the fatherless 
family. Efforts should be made to integrate low-income housing into the normal 
total community making use of rehabilitated homes as well as new structures. 
In size and scope it should be adequate not only for these needs but to provide 
relocation housing for families that are being displaced through urban renewal 
program activities. 

The low-income housing program should be strengthened by (1) restoring the 
original provisions set forth in the 1949 act, and (2) providing greater local 
discretion and autonomy in setting rents and income limits and in the general 
administration of the program. 


On the question of urban renewal: 


Spreading slums and blight threaten to engulf American cities bringing 
misery to tens of millions of our fellow citizens and periling our municipal 
governments with bankruptcy. Local and State governments do not have the 
resources to finance unaided the massive urban renewal program which is re- 
quired if this shame of American cities is to be destroyed. Large scale and 
continuing Federal assistance is urgently required unless and until such time 
as the Federal Government restores to the States and to local governments the 
resources and taxing power which would eliminate the need for Federal 
assistance. 

Urban renewal is an essential device for preserving the economic health of 
our urban communities. Not only do 65 percent of the American people live in 
cities, more than 75 percent of Federal revenues from all sources come from 
cities. If cities are to continue, through their manufacturing and commercial 
activities, to contribute so much to the wealth and prosperity of our Nation they 
must be given the help they need to root out their industrial and commercial, 
as well as heir residential slums and blighted areas. 

The establishment of an adequate Federal program of urban renewal is the 
top priority of the American Municipal Association’s 1959 national legislative 
program. 

The American Municipal Association recommends that the Congress recognize 
the long-term needs of urban renewal and authorize a 10-year program with an 
annual authorization of additional capital grant reservation funds of $600 
million a year with a provision for acceleration of up to $150 million if local 
demand requires a larger authorization in any given year. 

Recognize the need for a broadened approach to permit a greater share of the 
Federal program’s resources to be devoted to redevelopment for commercial and 
industrial purposes. 

Permit acquisition of project land at an earlier stage in the project activity 
than is now possible. 

Enact legislation amending the existing urban renewal law to allow capital 
improvements to become eligible for prior approval as local noncash grants-in- 
aid. 

The American Municipal Association protests the establishment of a rationing 
formula which puts all municipalities on a starvation diet for new capital grant 
reservations and urges the Congress to write into law a requirement that capital 
grant reservations are to be made available to municipalities on the basis of 
applications made and indicated willingness to put up the local one-third share 
of net project cost. 

The American Municipal Association objects vigorously to the administrative 
orders issued by the Urban Renewal Administration which destroy the concept 
of local plans locally arrived at and which require the cutting back of project 
plans in the interest of economy to the point that they offer no assurance that 
blight will in fact be eliminated. The responsibility for devising workable 
urban renewal projects is a local responsibility not to be hamstrung by Federal 
administrative regulations. 


These policy statements represent the consensus of our membership. 
They are based on the honest and expert evaluation of acknowledged 
national problems by a group of responsible, conscientious, local pub- 
lic officials, who are immediately concerned. Local officials are not— 
and I repeat, not—just standing idly by waiting for someone else to 
do the job on their behalf. Local governments are making serious, 
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substantial, and sustained efforts at solving these problems, utilizing 
to the maximum the limited resources of their own communities. 

We have been since 1949, and before, actively at work developing 
master plans for our cities, housing codes, building codes, thorough- 
fare plans, and workable programs for achieving the modernization 
of our cities. This could only be done by the continuing investment 
by local communities of substantial sums of money and effort. 

Any comparison between our policy recommendations and S. 57 
as passed by the Congress makes it clear that the American Munici- 
pal Association fell far short of achieving its goal of a Federal pro- 
gram which was both long-term and vigorous. On the other hand, 
we were pleased to note that the Congress had seen fit to agree with 
us on many of the technical amendments we thought would improve 
the program. 

All in all, the American Municipal Association considered the ur- 
ban renewal and low-income housing provisions of S. 57 as a com- 
promise calculated to go as far as possible to meet the objections of 
the administration and still keep these programs alive. 

Now, with your permission, I should like to comment point by point 
on the objections raised by the administration in the veto message 
to certain urban renewal and low-income housing provisions in 8. 
57. 

Point No. 1: That a $900 million authorization telescoped into 2 
years for urban renewal is “excessive.” 

Our most recent survey conducted this last winter indicated that 
some 300 cities (of the 951 contacted) planned on filing applica- 
tions for assistance in the amount of $468.8 million during calendar 
year 1959. During calendar year 1960 the survey revealed that about 
the same number of cities would file $516.3 million in requests for 
capital grant reservations. 

Finally, of course, as you all know, during the 6 months preceding 
the imposition of rationing by the administration, applications were 
running about $40 million a month net. 

With these facts in mind it is difficult to judge just how S. 57’s 
urban renewal grant provisions can be called “excessive.” 

I regret also to note that in the 6 months since I appeared be- 
fore you last, the administration has still not seen fit to attempt re- 
sponsible evaluation of the total problem of slums and blight facing 
this Nation. In the absence of such an overall evaluation, it is hard 
to understand how value judgments can be made concerning the 
amount of grant funds that need to be assigned the renewal pro- 
gram. 

In summary, then, it is our judgment that anything less than 
the amount recommended in §S. 57 would continue this important 
program on an uncertain hand-to-mouth basis. 

Point No. 2: The antirationing language contained in §. 57 is 
described in the veto message as “discriminatory and unfair.” 

We are confident that antirationing language along the lines con- 
tained in S. 57 will insure equitable, consistent, and fair handling of 
project applications from localities of all sizes. 

The processing of applications on the part of the Urban Renewal 
Administration has been, until last September, traditionally on a first- 
come-first-served basis. In the 10 years since the passage of the 1949 
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act, the American Municipal Association has not heard one single 
complaint from its members that this method of processing has proved 
discriminatory against our smaller communities. Indeed, the high 
level of participation in the program on the part of the Nation’s 
smaller units of government is well attested to by the fact that as of 
the end of December 1958, nearly 50 percent or 190 of the 386 locali- 
ties active in the program had a population of 25,000 or less and 24 
percent or 93 of the localities active in the program had populations 
under 10,000. 

The progress of any individual community in carrying out its urban 
renewal program depends on its ability to finance its share of the 
project costs and its ability to relocate families displaced in the course 
of the program. These factors serve as particularly demanding checks 
on the speed by which communities can proceed and can, as such, be 
depended upon to preclude the community from filing project appli- 
cations which would involve a disproportionate share of capital grant 
reservations available. 

The American Municipal Association will continue to oppose the 
right of the Urban Renewal Administration to arbitrarily revise its 
ground rules on the handling of project applications and to establish 
on the basis of ad hoc formulas artificial and completely irrelevant 
limitations on the size and type of projects local governments can 
undertake. 

Point No. three: S. 57’s provision to permit a more equitable 
course in establishing eligibility of local noncash grants-in-aid is 
criticized in the veto message because it would have the effect of re- 
ducing local cash contributions to project costs “even further” than 
the average of 14 percent program experience has revealed to be the 
case thus far. 

As I am sure you all know by now, the local contributions to the net 
project cost of projects so far undertaken has actually averaged about 
36 percent—not 14 percent as was implied by the veto message. Under 
present law the Federal Government is limited to no more than a 
6624 percent share of the net project cost. 

And I may add here that in the city of Cleveland in one project 
our costs were over 50 percent. In another it was 6624; and for the 
one that we are planning now, which calls for the expenditure of some 
$11 million, the city’s share will run to about 40 percent. 

The law also defines in some detail what constitutes legitimate non- 
cash local grants-in-aid. These are generally public improvements 
such as roads, sewers, and other public works necessary to the proper 
development of the project. Such improvements, it should be added, 
always involve a ee outlay by the city when they are constructed. 

In the past, many communities, for one reason or another, have had 
to initiate construction of these needed public works in advance of 
including the area in which they were located as part of an eligible 
project. And although these improvements have met every require- 
ment of the law, they have been declared ineligible as local noncash 
grants because they were put under construction before the area in 
which they were located was included as part of an eligible project 
area. Thus, the community is in effect deprived of a noncash credit 
for the construction of public facilities essential to the proper develop- 
ment of the project. 
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The American Municipal Association does not believe it equitable 
that a community should be deprived of a legitimate credit simply 
because the improvement in question is not delayed until the project 
application covering the area involved is finally approved by the 
Federal Government. We believe the only test should be whether or 
not the improvement is in conformance with the plan for the area and 
makes a positive contribution to the proper development of the proj- 
ect itself. 

Finally, point No. 4: On the question of the low-income housing 
program, the veto message reads as follows: 

Even though we have over 100,000 previously authorized public housing units 
as yet unbuilt, the bill would authorize 190,000 more. 

On this point it is our understanding that the 100,000 units “as 
yet unbuilt” are all under annual contributions contract and as such 
committed to communities. 

It is also our understanding that the projects involving these units 
are either in the hands of architects being designed, or are actually 
out on bid, or are in the process of being awarded to contractors. 

The American Municipal Association has also been advised that 
since the annual maximum level of Federal contribution for the pro- 
gram has not been changed, S. 57 would not, under present costs, au- 
thorize 190,000 more units but something closer to 150,000—and over 
two-thirds of this number could be constructed only at the discretion 
of the President. 

Now about the low-income program in general. First of all, the 
American Municipal Association believes that an active, vigorous, and 
imaginative Federal low-income housing program is absolutely es- 
sential to the ultimate success of our efforts to achieve the goal of the 
1949 Housing Act: “A decent home in a good living environment for 
every American family.” 

Secondly, the American Municipal Association believes that with- 
out the basic housing resource the Federal low-income program can 
offer with the authorizations for new construction contained in 8. 57, 
the urban renewal program will falter and eventually halt for lack 
of adequate housing for low-income families it displaces. 

For the same reasons local housing code enforcement programs 
will be slowed down and rendered considerably less effective. 

Other public works programs such as highway construction and 
others which involve clearance may not be immediately affected, but 
displacement resulting from their operations will, unless low-income 
housing is available, have an adverse effect on the communities’ exist- 
ing supply of housing. The lack of an adequate supply of low-income 
homes means overuse and crowding and blighting of existing facilities. 

A national housing policy that is worthy of respect must embrace 
the total housing needs of the Nation—not just that segment which can 
be served by the FHA and VA programs. To terminate the low-in- 
come program now, as has been suggested, would render a major blow 
to any national housing policy and would constitute a major setback 
to our progress as a civilized nation. 

Housing and renewal progress have already experienced serious 
damage at the local level. Programs have been set back, agrees: 
staffs dispersed, and hard to attain momentum dissipated. Another 
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year without action by the Congress will be disastrous. The damage 
will be irreparable. 

S. 57 represents an honest attempt at a compromise and as such con- 
stitutes an absolute rock-bottom minimum in terms of urban renewal 
and public housing legislation needed this year. 

The American Municipal Association believes it is more than rea- 
sonable and certainly not too much to ask to assist us in our efforts to 
rejuvenate the great economic potential of our cities and provide decent 
homes for all Americans. 

Thank you. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mayor Celebrezze. 

Mr. Lister, do you have any statement to make? 

Mr. Lister. No, sir; I have not. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mayor Celebrezze, let me ask you this one ques- 
tion and then I will ask other members of the committee to question 
you. 

Of course you realize that this committee is holding hearings on the 
veto message, and we have before us consideration as to whether we 
should or should not seek to override the President’s veto of S. 57, or 
if we should work out another bill. 

Do you have any recommendation on that ? 

Mr. Cetreprezze. I have read from my prepared text, Senator, the 
American Municipal Association, while not fully in accord with all 
of the provisions of S. 57, does believe that it is an honest compromise, 
and we would recommend that the bill as it passed the Congress of the 
United States be sustained. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you. 

Senator Capehart ? 

Senator Capenart. No questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Williams ? 

Senator Witu1aMs. No questions. 

Senator SpaARKMAN. Senator Bennett. 

Senator Bennett. I have just one question, Mr. Mayor. 

In your statement you say, referring to the number of public hous- 
ing units previously authorized : 

On this point it is our understanding that the 100,000 units, “as yet unbuilt,” 
are all under annual contributions contract and as such committed to com- 
munities. 

I have been furnished a copy of the statement of the housing units 
in the city of Cleveland, which shows that, out of the 6,000 au- 
thorized, only 3,000 are under annual contribution contract ; 810 have 
been completed; and 2,074 are under reservation, which means they 
have been generally approved by the Federal Public Housing Ad- 
ministration but have not been brought to the point of contract in 
Cleveland. Is that not accurate? 

Mr. Cre.esrezze. Most of what we have are now under contract. 
As you know we have it under a separate agency. 

Senator Bennett. Do you dispute these figures ? 

Mr. Cetesrezze. No; I do not dispute the figures. 

Senator Bennerr. Then about a third, 2,000 of the 6,000, are not 
under contract? 

Mr. CreLeprezze. No; but we have two good programs going on in 
the city of Cleveland and we can only move so fast on public housing. 
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We just completed one in Garden Valley which was in conjunction 
with our slum clearance program. We just started construction in 
another area which is not yet an urban renewal project 

Senator Bennerr. We are talking public housing, not urban re- 
newal. Are these figures not accurate ? 

Mr. Cre.esrezze. The figures that I read to you? 

Senator Bennett. No; the figures that I read to you. 

Mr. Crevrsrezze. That I would have to check because it is not under 
my jurisdiction, because the housing authority is a metropolitan body 
and part of the city government of Cleveland. 

Senator Bennett. You made the statement in your capacity as 
President of the American Municipal Association that all of the pub- 
lic housing units are under saseiiedion contract, and in your own 
city there are apparently 2,000 that are not under such contract. 

Mr. Cevesrezze. I am of the opinion they are under contract, 
Senator. I would have to check it. And I think the statement reads 
it is our understanding that they are under contract, and I would 
have to check that phase of it. 

Senator Bennett. I have a letter before me, and may I make it clear 
that I am not a member of this subcommittee but have come here 
today at the request of Senator Bush, who is a member, to sit in, in 
his place. 

Senator SparKMAN. I think the record should show Senator Ben- 
nett is a member of the full committee and is certainly welcome. All 
members of the full committee are welcome. 

Senator Bennett. I have a letter addressed to Senator Bush and 
signed by Charles E. Slusser, Commissioner, Public Housing Ad- 
ministration, which contains this statement: 

You will note that 71,995 units of the total of 101,596 which are under out- 
standing contracts are to be developed in 27 localities. 

If you subtract those two figures, you see that there are approxi- 
mately 30,000 of the 100,000, or approximately one-third that have 
been reserved by these cities, but which are not now under contract. 

That is approximately the same volume that exists in the city of 
Cleveland. 

I am only making the point to challenge the accuracy of this 
statement which makes the flat claim that all reserve public housing 
units are under contract. 

In other words, about a third of those units which have been re- 
quested by the cities and have been approved by the Federal agency 
are still in the nebulous form of not having been committed to con- 
tract. 

Mr. Crieprezze. Mr. Senator, Mr. Lister tells me in his conserva- 
sation with the Federal Housing Administrator in the city of Cleve- 
land he was informed they are under contract. However, I would 
be glad to check with him and amend the statement if that is not 
the fact. 

Senator Bennett. This letter is dated July 16, and the letter does 
not refer specifically to Cleveland, but I have a chart for Cleveland, 
Philadelphia, and other big cities which shows this condition exists 
in all of these large cities. 
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I recognize it is only 30 percent of the 100,000, but I think the 
record should be clear that these large cities still have a margin in 
which to develop. 

And I think it is interesting that 992 units were placed under con- 
tract in Cleveland as early as 1952, 6 years ago, and yet only 810 of 
those have been finished. 

I do not think there is any great pressure for this public housing 
program when we have this kind of a record of development on a pro- 
gram that has been in existence for a long time. 

Mr. CELeprezze. Well, Senator, I think first you must realize that 
the needs for housing today, because of our massive highway program, 
because of our displacing of people—I am talking about low-income 
housing, now—because of the problems that we are constantly run- 
ning into with the aged in the city of Cleveland and other large 
cities, they just cannot afford conventional types of homes and the 
demand is great. 

We are finding in these 100,000 units and, as you say, the authoriza- 
tion of 190,000 more—we believe we can only build 150,000 more be- 
cause of increase in land costs and increase in construction costs. 

So while the number of units may have been 100,000, I doubt whether 
our money will go that far today. 

Senator Bennerr. I am making the point that before you ask us 
to increase substantially the number of public housing units author- 
ized, why do you not get your present number built and finished ? 

Mr. Cetesrezze. Weare. Weare. 

Senator Bennett. You have still a third of them which have not 
been put under contract, assuming my figures are correct, so there is no 
current need for more housing units to be put under contract in Cleve- 
land until you use up the approximately one-third, or until you bring 
them to the point of contract. And you have one-half of them, 3,000, 
that are under contract but have not been finished. 

Senator Sparkman. I wonder, Senator Bennett, if I may ask about 
the letter you referred to. 

Senator Bennett. I would be happy to put the letter in. 

Senator SparKMAN. Is it anew letter? 

Senator Bennett. July 16, 1959. 

Senator SparKMAN. Here is the testimony that Mr. Mason gave to 
us yesterday, and I will read it: 

There are presently, under annual contributions contract, 101,600 units of 
low-cost public housing which are not yet under construction. 

It seems to me there may be a little misunderstanding here as be- 
tween being under contract and being under construction. That was 
discussed quite fully yesterday, and it was admitted that all of the 
available housing units have Seer allocated and are under contract, 
I believe, and that there are some 58,000 applications on hand made 
up of two groups: applications pending, 18,494; under reservation, 
39,000, which is a total of 58,000. But that is over and above the 
101,000. 

And the testimony further was there could be expected reasonably 
an attrition of those figures which would pull it down to about 35,000 
units, but that 35,000—and this list was placed in the record, by the 
way—would be over and above those that have already been allocated. 

Senator Bennett. This is, I think, a serious discrepancy. 
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Here is Mr. Mason, who is head of the entire agency, in disagreement 
with the man who is the head of the Public Housing Administration. 

Senator SpARKMAN. May I say that Mr. Slusser was here and these 
figures were presented by the two of them together. It might be 
well to have someone check this letter back. 

Senator Bennett. The information you just read me indicated there 
were some 35,000 under reservation. 

Senator SparKMAN. 39,000 under reservation, and 18,500 additional 
applications pending, making a total of approximately 58,000. 

sei 7 I read something from the testimony yesterday. 

said: 


Of course, Mr. Mason brings out in his statement the fact that, while this 
supply is in the process of coming into the market, so far as occupancy is con- 
cerned, that at least they are all allocated, while there are other cities that are 
trying to get public housing. 


I went on to ask Mr. Slusser: 


Is it not true that in most of the instances the application ties in with urban 
renewal or interstate highways or some other Government action? 

Mr. Stusser. That is generally true. 

Then I asked him about the backlog, and that is when this discussion 
took place that I have just referred to. That is found on page 118 of 
yesterday’s proceedings. You might review those. 

Senator Bennerr. In view of this apparent disagreement which I 
think may turn out to be a disagreement in terms, rather than any- 
thing else 

Senator Sparkman. I think that may be true. 

Senator Brennerr. But here are a few schedules which, for 
instance, taking the schedule on Cleveland, to which I have been re- 
ferring—and I would like to put this in the record so there will be no 
question. 

Senator SparkMAN. Without objection, that will be done. 

Senator Bennett. It shows: Applications, zero; under reservation, 
2,074; under annual contributions contracted but not under construc- 
tion, 3,116; under construction, but not completed, zero; completed, 
810. 

So there are 5,200-odd units in Cleveland which are in the pipeline 
between the application and completion. 

Mr. Ceesrezze. If I may comment, that is an erroneous statement 
because we have under development, in various stages, many units 
right now. 

Senator Carenart. Mr. Chairman, I ask: What is the definition of 
“under reservation”? What is meant by that statement ? 

Senator SparKMAN. That was described yesterday. ‘That is where 
an application has been received and approved, ready to have units 
allocated to it when those units become available. 

Senator Bennetr. When the city has arranged the financing. 

Senator SparkMAN. All arrangements have been made. 

Senator Bennett. Let me get this straight. I am informed that 
this 2,074 represents requests made by the city of Cleveland to the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Public housing? 

Senator Bennetr. Public Housing Administration, for units they 
want to build when and if authority is available to build them. 
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Senator SparKkMAN. That is right. 

Senator Bennerr. That is beginning to clear up this difference 
between us. 

Senator SPARKMAN. By the way, Senator Bennett, you may be inter- 
ested in this, too: We have asked Mr. Slusser and he has promised 
to make available to be printed in the record a complete list of all 
of these 100,000 or so units all over the United States, showing where 
they are located and at what point in the pipeline they happen to be. 
So I think when we get that, it will clear up a lot of things. 

Senator Capenarr. Mr. Chairman, is it not possible for us to find 
out from Mr. Slusser, the Public Housing Commissioner, exactly how 
many contracts have been made? I mean is it 101,000? In other 
words, has the Federal Government entered into contracts with cities 
covering 101,000 units ? 

Senator SparKMAN. That is Mr. Mason’s statement, and it was 
attested to by Mr. Slusser yesterday. 

Senator Capenartr. My next question is: Can the Federal Govern- 
ment cancel any or all of those if they want to? 

Senator SparKMAN. No; but some of them will fall out by natural 
attrition. 

Senator Carpenarr. You mean some of them will not be built because 
the cities decide later, for numerous reasons, they do not want to 
build them or cannot build them ? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Capenart. But there are 101,000 at the amount committed. 

Senator SpPaRKMAN. Under contract and not yet under construction. 

May I quote from yesterday’s transcript, a question by Senator 
Capehart : 


In other words, the 110,000 or the 101,000 we have been talking about, you do 
have authorizations for those? 


Mr. Slusser answered, “That is correct.” 

Senator CAPEHART. But the 57,000 applications that you have, you have no 
authorization? 

Mr. S_usser. We have no authorization for the 57,000. 

Senator CAPEHART. Unless you get new legislation? 

Mr. SLussEr. That is correct. 

Senator Bennett. I now understand that this phrase “under reser- 
vation” represents applications by the city of Cleveland to the Public 
Housing Administration which applications have been approved for 
the purpose of allocating or reserving public housing units. However, 
these units cannot be placed under annual contributions contract unless 
additional housing units are authorized by Federal legislation and 
until such time as the Cleveland Housing Authority has submitted 
formal plans and has complied with all the PHA requirements. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is correct. 

Senator Bennerr. I had a completely different conception of what 
that meant, since up here it says, “Applications, zero,” so I did not 
equate that. 

_So in effect, to straighten out the confusion I have helped to create, 
Cleveland has asked for 6,000 units. 

Mr. Lister. Yes. 

_Senator Bennerr. There are 3,116 under contract—my note says 
“but not under construction.” Yousay some are ? 
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Mr. Lisrer. Just started. 

Senator Bennett. There are 810 that have been completed as of 
the time this schedule was made. How many have been completed ? 

Mr. Laster. It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, there are about 
4,000 under development, of which 810 have been completed and 
occupied. 

Senator Bennetr. It cannot be 4,000. 

Mr. Lister. There is something in error with those figures. We will 
file a complete corrected statement. 

Senator SparKMAN. We would welcome it. 

Mr. Lister. We will do that. 

If I might say so, Mr. Chairman, we would not have been able 
to carry out the urban renewal program as we have done to date with- 
out the 4,000 units now under development for the handling of relo- 
cation of families. We have certified to the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency that in order to go ahead with the next big pro- 
gram, we must have the additional public housing units which are 
now under development. 

Senator Carpruart. Are you certain that you have constructed and 
built and people are living in more than 810? 

Mr. Lister. Absolutely, when considering the old program as well. 

Senator Carenart. This says that you have not. 

Mr. Laster. There is an error here. We will send you a supple- 
mental statement. 

Senator Capenart. This is what I was complaining about yesterday, 
the information that has been given to the President of the United 
States by the people advising him. 

Mr. Lister. This is a matter of record in our city, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Carenart. I have never seen anything as hard to get as 
the facts on this housing business. I do not know why we cannot get 
all these facts. 

Senator SparKMAN. I am sure we have that in our office somewhere, 
and we will find it. 

Mr. Lister. We will send a supplemental statement back to you 
immediately. 

Senator Sparkman. I think you made a very important point, Mr. 
Lister, that I should like to pursue just a little further. 

How many families displaced from urban renewal projects, and 
from interstate highway construction, have you had to place in public 
housing units in the city of Cleveland ? 

Mr. Lister. In our program to date, Mr. Chairman, we have 
displaced in urban renewal and slum clearance about 2,000 families. 
This is since our first clearance started in 1954. And over one-third 
of all of those families could only be properly relocated in public 
housing. That is, over 500 families since 1954 have been relocated in 
public housing. If income limits were more realistic more families 
could have been accommodated. 

We have embarked upon a citywide program of code enforcement 
which is requiring relocation of families. I would say that over 200 
families in that program have only been able to find acceptable hous- 
ing in public housing. 

On freeway clearance in the older sections of the cities, there, over 
one-third only have been able to be rehoused in public housing. 
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Senator SparkMAN. And how many would that involve? 

Mr. Lisrer. In freeway clearance, I would say between 200 and 
on 
300. 


(The following was received for the record :) 


Ciry OF CLEVELAND, 


August 1, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 


Senator, Chairman, Housing Subcommittee, 
Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: At the conclusion of my testimony before your com- 
mittee, I stated that I would file with you at the earliest moment a statement 
relative to the status of the low-income housing program in Cleveland. 

Our local public housing agency is the Cleveland Metropolitan Housing Author- 
ity. As its name indicates, this is a metropolitan body and not a branch of 
the city government. I want to state, however, that the city and the housing 
authority and its director, Ernest J. Bohn, have at all times cooperated with 
each other. For example, the authority gives preference in its turnover in its 
old and new housing families displaced by urban renewal and other govern- 
mental action. 

I requested that the housing authority give to me an up-to-date and correct 
report on the status of Cleveland’s public housing program. 

I am attaching herewith the original of this report which, in my opinion, 
answers the questions raised during the discussion relative to our program. 

As you will note in Mr. Bohn’s letter, there are 3,926 units under annual con- 
tribution contract with the Public Housing Administration and not 3,000, as 
stated by Senator Bennett. 

Also, the Senator failed to state that a development program for 1,004 units 
on 5 seattered sites, which sites have already been approved by the Public 
Housing Administration, is pending with that agency. This development pro- 
gram cannot be converted into an annual contribution contract until the Con- 
gress passes a new housing law. Actually, therefore, in the Cleveland pro- 
gram of the 6,000-unit reservation, there are only 1,070 units on which no action 
has yet been taken but will be taken during this fiscal year if the housing bill 
is passed. 

The Senator also made a point that only 810 units are actually completed, 
implying that no action leading toward construction has been taken on the bal- 
ance of the 3,116 under annual contribution contract. The fact of the matter 
is that development is proceeding in connection with all of these units. Land 
has been purchased. Some sites have already been cleared by wrecking con- 
tractors. Architects and engineers have been employed and it is expected that 
bids for construction will be invited on many of these units before the end of 
the year. 

Let me thank you again for the privilege of appearing before you. 

If your committee would require any additional information, we will be most 
happy to furnish you with same. 

Cordially yours, 


ANTHONY J. CELEBREZZE, Mayor. 


CLEVELAND METROPOLITAN Housing AUTHORITY, 
Cleveland, Ohio, July 31, 1959. 
Hon. ANTHONY J. CELEBREZZE, 
Mayor of Cleveland, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 


DeAR MAyor CELEBREZZE: Pursuant to your inquiry I submit the following 
statement showing the status of our public housing program as of this date. 
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I understand there was some comment on the occasion of your testimony 
before the Housing subcommittee of the Senate Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee as to the progress of our public housing program. 

There seems to be considerable misunderstanding as between what is con- 
struction and what constitutes development. I am sure it was not intentional. 

Although only 810 units are completed and occupied and no actual new con- 
struction is momentarily underway, nevertheless you will note from the above 
that work is in progress on the 3,926 units which are under annual contributions 
contract With the Public Housing Administration. Land has been bought, demoli- 
tion contracts completed or underway, architects and engineers have been 
employed and are working on plans. It is hoped that most of these will be out 
for bids for construction before the end of the year. 

Also, the comments before the Senate subcommittee failed to indicate that a 
development program was filed with the Public Housing Administration for 1,004 
units on five scattered sites which sites the Public Housing Administration ap- 
proved. An annual contributions contract could, however, not be entered into 
because its power to enter into such contracts had ceased on June 30, it having 
entered into contracts for the full 35,000 unit authorized contracts with other 
cities. 

Also, we still have a backlog of 1,070 units for which we have a PHA reserva- 
tion. I am sure the Federal Government will not cancel this reservation which 
was made in good faith by the Federal Government and so accepted by us. We 
will complete the last two items of our program if and when Congress passes 
the necessary legislation to continue the public housing program. 

That the program has not progressed quite as rapidly as we had hoped is readily 
understandable if one knows the facts. 

It is indeed difficult to find the adequate sites in any large city which can be pur- 
chased at a sufliciently low figure and does not require too much demolition. 
This matter is a very important point because of the problem of relocation of 
families is already complicated by the highway program, the urban renewal pro- 
gram and other programs resulting from public action. Sites must, therefore, 
be found which are either vacant or partially vacant. This means near the 
outskirts of the city which in turn often means serious neighborhood opposition. 
Yo overcome this opposition requires time and often abandonment of the con- 
templated site. 

In order to build a low-income family community it is necessary and was so 
intended by the Housing Act of 1937 and reaffirmed by the Taft-Ellender-Wagner 
bill in 1949 that there be low-wage industrial workers living in these develop- 
ments as well as public assistance families. This principle is violated by the ex- 
treme low-income limits, particularly in Ohio, where by State law an income of 
$2,000 for two persons was established in 1949, increased to $2,400 in 1953, and 
not raised to $8,000 until this spring. Cleveland’s program was, therefore, fur- 
ther complicated by the unrealistic income limits. They are stil! unrealistic be 
cause the actual dollar limit would appear to be high compared to what it was 
some years ago, but the money available to the low-income family for other neces- 
sities of life due to inflation have not increased proportionately. The higher 
dollar limits do not mean that high-income families occupy public housing. 

Building low-income housing is not like building bridges or water works be- 
cause housing is people. It requires long-term planning extending over a period 
of years. It is unfortunate that the Congress had abandoned the pronounce- 
ment of the 1949 act and has been authorizing the Public Housing Administra- 
tion to enter into contracts year by year instead of authorizing a long-term 
program. This too has not helped the program very much. 

Finally, perhaps quality is as essential or more so than production. I take 
the liberty of enclosing a reprint from the Chicago Daily News of June 1959 
which was also carried in the Miami Herald and the Buffalo Evening Star on 
this subject. I also refer you to the report of the Housing Subcommittee of 
the House Banking and Currency Committee which held hearings in Cleveland 
in February 1956, and Life magazine under the date of July 20 of this year. 

In conclusion, I believe it important that there be no break in the public hous- 
ing program. The mere fact that there are some outstanding uncompleted. irre- 
vocable annual contributions contracts in some cities does not mean that some 
other cities should be deprived of benefits under this bipartisan national pro- 
gram which they help finance through Federal taxes. 

_ To say that the public housing program should be stopped until a better formula 
is found negates the work of many House and Senate committees as well as by 
President Eisenhower's Committee on Housing Policy and Programs on which I 
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had the privilege of serving as a member. These groups struggled for a new 
formula, but came up with none better than incorporated in the bipartisan 
Housing Acts of 1987 and 1949. Until a better one is developed, this necessary 
program should not come to an end even though it is obvious that the size of the 
program is subject to some diminution from that originally intended in the 1949 
act because of the need to finance national defense. 

You may wish to attach this letter to your own which you promised the com- 
mittee you will send on to supplement your remarks. 

If I can be of any further assistance, do not hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST J. BoHN. 


[From the Chicago Daily News, June 16, 1959] 


CLEVELAND'S AGED FIND HAPPINESS IN HovusING—COMFORT, SECURITY BUILT IN 
Witn $27-a-MontH RENT 


(By M. W. Newman) 


CLEVELAND.—-The old folks are at home in Cleveland. 

They have their own high-rise, low-rent apartment building, and two more are 
scheduled. 

What is happening here may be a guidepost in providing public housing for 
needy oldtimers. Decent housing for the elderly at a price they can afford isa 
growing American problem. 

“We just love it here,” said tenant James Novak, 7S. 

Cleveland gave the country something new in the way of public housing when 
it put up the first golden age in building in 1954. 

Most of the 156 suites in the building rent for $27 a month, the minimum. 

The Chicago Housing Authority now is ccmpleting its first similar building, 
consisting of 91 apartments (minimum rent: 345). 

It will be reserved for couples er roommates, of whom one must be at least 65 
and the other at least 50. 

There also is a growing demand to put this type of housing into Chicago's Hyde 
Park renewal area. That makes Cleveland’s experiment doubly interesting to 
Chicagoans. 

In Cleveland, only two kinds of residents may live in the golden age apart- 
ments—old timers and young families with children under 16. 

“We don't want it to be just an old peoples’ home,” explained folksy Ernest J. 

3obn. 

“We want it to be as natural as possible.” 

Bohn is the sparkplug boss of Cleveland’s Metropolitan Housing Authority, 
and a pioneer in public housing. He is a look-alike for Harry S. Truman. 

Chicago tried to get him in 1957, but he turned down the CHA cold. 

Bohn is not afraid of new ideas, which he generates by the fistful. He put 
plenty of them into the first golden age building, which is 14 stories high. 

The second one, now going up, will cost more than $3 million. It is scheduled 
to have another innovation—an infirmary wing, operated by a hospital. 

“The idea is to bring medical care to older people who cannot afford personal 
physicians,” explained Bohn. 

“We learned that when they become ill, many of them have no one to take 
care of them.” 

Pians are to equip the infirmary with short-care facilities, including nursing 
and intern service. 

Chicago’s $1 million Lathrop Homes Extension for the elderly will not have a 
clinic. But space is being set aside for possible occasional visits by health de 
partment teams. 
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A visit to Cleveland's golden age building is an intriguing experience. The | 


residents seem to be content and look after each other carefully. 


There are many special facilities for the oldsters, including grab bars in 


the bathroom for the infirm. 
The first floor consists of a recreation center where hobbyists can pursue any 
thing from whittling to dressmaking. 


Several white-haired tenants were bent over a billiards table in the corner § 


poolroom—the corner of the corridor. 
“They do a lot of playing and fighting there,” said Novak. 
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The building has its own cafeteria, where a meal costs 32 cents. 

Cleveland calls its tenants “residents” and its housing projects “estates.” 

Bohn said it not plagued by the disorders and rowdyism that mar life in many 
CHA buildings. 

“You have to keep hammering away; educating the people how to live in the 
buildings,” he said. 

Many of the 200 residents are widows, and deaths average one a month. The 
oldest resident is 95. Many are in their SO’s. 

Cleveland has many other interesting city renewal projects including big 
plans for downtown. Its biggest gains have come in neighborhood renewal, how- 
ver. 

. One such 266-acre project Garden Valley, combines new private and public 
housing and renovating of existing old homes. 

Senator SparKMAN. In other words, you have about 1,500 or 1,600 
of the total, from two programs, urban renewal and code enforcement, 
which is really slum cleanup; is it not ¢ 

Mr. Lisrer. That is right. 

Senator SparkKMAN. And the third, the highway program. Out of 
those three, you have relocated 1,500 or 1,600 families ¢ 

Mr. Lisrer. That is correct. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Could you have taken care of them if public 
housing had not been available ¢ 

Mr. Lister. There would have been no way at all. 

Senator SparKMAN. And under the law, as it stands today—and I 
think this is a very important point—under the law as it stands today, 
then, could you have proceeded with those urban renewal, highway, 
and code enforcement programs, without public housing ? 

Mr. Lisrer. It would have been impossible. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Without public housing being available? 

Mr. Lister. No; I might just say that recently 404 units of new 
public housing were opened. They were almost immediately filled 
We still have a long waiting list. 

Senator SPARKMAN. You mean by displaced families? 

Mr. Lisrer. By families that are on record in our department in 
the city of Cleveland that must handle the relocation of families. 

Senator SpaARKMAN. I want to be certain. When you speak of 
relocation of families, you mean families that are displaced by gov- 
ernmental action / a 

Mr. Lisrer. That is correct. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. And under the law you are required, before you 
can proceed, to show that you have available decent, safe, and sanitary 
housing for those families; is that not right? . 

Mr. Lisrer. That is right, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Could you proceed with your interstate high- 

Way program in the future without available units ? 
_ Mir. Lisrer. It would be impossible, sir. The immediate construc- 
tion that we are going forward with in the Interstate System is in the 
heart of our city, in the older sections. There at least, one-third of 
the families can only find new housing in public housing. 

Senator SparKMAN. Is it not, in your opinion, and according to 
your experience, true that the primary use of public housing today, 
certainly the new units that are being authorized, is for the purpose 
that you have just described ? 

Mr. Lister. Yes, sir. The housing authorities give preference to 
families who must be relocated. 
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Senator Sparkman. Any further questions? 

Senator Beall? 

Senator Bray. No questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Bennett ? 

Senator Brennertr. No; I apologize for confusing the committee. 
Now I have to get these figures straightened out to my own satisfac- 
tion. 

Mr. Cevesrezze. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add one more to the 
other three problems, which is not critical at this time, but which we 
are faced with more and more in the urban communities. And that 
is the older folks, who, because of pensions, and so forth, cannot af- 
ford to live in conventional homes and are now seeking applications 
to live in public homes because of their income. And that will in- 
crease, as people live longer. They will continue to be a burden on 
the public housing units that are available. 

It is not a burden right now, but the petitions are increasing, and 
as people live longer, it is going to be a problem in the future. That 
is another reason we need this low-income housing. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you very much, Mayor Celebrezze, and 
Mr. Lister. We appreciate your testimony. 

(The following was ordered inserted in the record at this point.) 


Housing AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


CHRONOLOGICAL STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES IN CLEVELAND UNDER THE HOUSING 
AcT oF 1949 


PREFATORY STATEMENT 


Cleveland has 1,853 units of public housing which were built under PWA and 
other programs and later given to the Cleveland Metropolitan Housing Au- 
thority. Cleveland also has 3,326 units of public housing which were constructed 
under the Housing Act of 1937. These units total 5,179. The following informa- 
tion relates to public housing activities since 1949 and under the Housing Act 
of 1949. 
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Number Date Description 
8 a = a ie oe eis 5 
. Oct. 3, 1949___- | Cleveland applied for reservation of public housing units as follows: 
| Ist year’s program ___ = 2. 500 
Lee, 2d year’s program 3, 500 
ac- Total___ ; 6, 000 
Preliminary loan applied for, $750,000. 
: ¥ Oct. 7, 1949____-- | Application approved by field economist. 
the 3 Oct. 10, 1949 | Application approved by legal. 
4 do | Application approved by field office director. 

we 5. i Nov. 30, 1949 | Program reservation for 6,000 units and $750,000 preliminary loan as 
hs | follows: 2,500 units to expire Nov. 30, 1950; 3,500 units to expire 

rat | | Nov. 30, 1951. (Expiration date is the date by which a develop- 

af- ment program must be submitted. Whena development program 

, has been submitted and approved, the next major step is the execu- 
ons tion of an annual contributions contract.) 

: 6_. Dec. 22, 1949... ._.--- President’s list (PHA list No. 102) approving Cleveland application 

me | for reservation of 6,000 units. 

on | , ae Dec. 12, 1951-_ -- --| Preliminary loan contract for 6,000 units. Date for development 

| programs extended. See item 8 below. 
| 8 yan, 14, 1968....~.<.. Revised program reservation extending dates for development pro- 
grams as follows: 

und | | 2,500 units extended from Nov. 30, 1950, to Dee. 31, 1952. 
hat | 3,500 units extended from Nov. 30, 1951 to Dee. 31, 1953. 

. 9 Mar. 12, 1952__-- .| $80,000 disbursed to Cleveland Metropolitan Housing Authority 
under preliminary loan agreement. 
10_- Oct. 27, 1952 $21,000 requested on preliminary loan agreement. 

and nn Dec. 11, 1952. .....- Loan and annual contributions contract executed for 408 units, proj- 
i ect OHIO 3-11. (This project was ultimately completed for 406 
| units, and appears in statistics hereafter as 406 units.) 

) } 42.__......| Jam. 22, 1953....._......| Annual contributions contract combining existing contract on 3-11 
| with a new contract for project OHIO 3-12 for 992 units. (No fur- 
| ther action had been taken on this contract at the time of the latest 
| report to the Public Housing Administration). 

} 13. August 1954_........._| Initial occupancy in project OHIO 3-11. 
14 ; May 2, 1955._.........| Cleveland City Council adopts resolution declaring existence of need 
SING for 3,600 additional units of low-rent public housing. 
Sicsace May 23, 1955_...-.-- HHFA Administrator certifies to need for 3,000 units of public housing 
for city of Cleveland 
16... A ae OE TOE se cscs Loan and annual contributions contract covering project OHIO 3-13 
for 784 units. This contract was actually in 2 parts, 1 which was 
executed for 404 units and the other which is still untouched for 
and | 328 units, a total of 732 units. It therefore appears in the statistics 

Au- as 732 units. 

- : Ris cen a esens cee | Land purchase approved for 328 unit-part of OHIO 3-13 (no land 
cted | had been purchased for this project at the time of the last report 
rma- | to PHA). 

Act co. Sent. Mh, 1067 ncccccse | Cleveland City Council resolution that there is a need for and that 
bi | Cleveland Metropolitan Housing Authority proceed at once with 
the balance of the public housing program. 
BMPs cc ccnl CARR ER) Be eedieecesewss | Regional economist reports the local housing authority request 2,800 
I units be approved for development. He recommends approval. 


ee OS | ee PHA Commissioner approved advancing funds for continuation of 
development program on 2,800 units. 











icons Jam Oh WR ek ccicens $78,400 requested on preliminary loan agreement. 
Apr. 17, 1958____.._-.-| $56,626 requested on preliminary loan agreement. 
li eitncsaitets June 13, 1958.......... | Consolidated annual contributions contract for earlier PWA and 
| Other units of publie housing, earlier units under PHA list 102, 
i | and the following additional units making up project OHIO 3-17: 
| | 644 units, 835 units, 144 units, 273 units, total, 1,796 units. 
en June 30, 1958. .....-.-- 10,040 authorized units of public housing expire because no application 
accompanied by development program was on file with Public 
Housing Administration to cover any part of these expired units, 
i ee I oo carci Senecates Land purchase approved for 144 units of OHIO 3-17. 
Mitra August 1958.........--. Land purchase approved for 544 units of OHIO 3-17. 
{ 27......,..| November 1958........| Land purchase approved for 835 units of OHIO 3-17. 
oe & January 1959. ......... | 404 unit-part of OHIO 3-13 substantially completed. 
; 
' 
| 
' 
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RECAPITULATION 


Reservations remaining from the 1949 list but not under annual contributions 
contract have no project number. 

The following are the project numbers of the units under annual contributions 
and not under construction : 


Date Project No. Number of 
units 

Jan. 22, 1953 _ ‘ iam sila Ohio 3-12 992 
June 26, 1955 . Ohio 3-13 328 
June 13, 1958 7 . Eee nian tact Ohio 3-17 544 
Ohio 3-17 R35 

Ohio 3-17 144 

Ohio 3-17. 273 

Total__- face ; idbctuphiadnne sn dia shen as 3, 116 


The following are the project numbers of the units completed : 




















Date Project No Number of 
units 
Sn a = iethicts con Faate adie cied tilts Stans Ohio 3-11 406 
June 26, 1955 4 ice becee toate ‘, ibec sels Ohio 3-13 404 
UNE ici wcls cosskcuckinevcssscuctesbnedeckeemannsy 810 
Summary 

Item Date Description Units 
1} Dec. 22, 1949. .| Reservation under PHA list No. 102_....-.-.-.-- : } 6, 000 
| == : 3 
2 | June 30, 1958_.| Number of Cleveland units remaining from 1949 reservations which 2, 074 

lapsed for want of ability to go under annual contributions contract 
Be crecncccaican | Last of existing units completed for total of- -- ; 810 
STO okeceunic | Under annual contributions contract—no construction in progress. __- 3, 116 
ee eI OE on Ses bo rc cin cec en cecesnen aed 6, 000 
EXPLANATION 

1. The reservation resulted from an application accompanied by supporting information. The reserva- 


tion is made by means of a list approved by the Administrator. 

2. Units under reservation are placed under annual contributions contract to the extent of statutory 
authorization after the local housing authority files a development program for specific projects. On June 
30, 1958, a total of 10,040 authorized units lapsed for the entire country because such development programs 
were not filed. If Cleveland had filed development programs pursuant to which its full reservation was 
placed under annual contributions contract, the number of units which lapsed over the Nation would have 
been reduced by 2,074. 

3. These include units substantially completed, even though a small amount of work may be necessary 
for 100 percent completion. 

4. Land purchase has been approved for some of these units, but for others no application has been made 
to approve land purchase. 








STATEMENT OF SENATOR WALLACE F. BENNETT 


On July 24, appearing with the Subcommittee on Housing, I addressed a series 
of questions to Mayor Celebrezze, of Cleveland, which were based on the following 
schedule showing the status of public housing in Cleveland under the Housing 
Act of 1949. 
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Public housing 


Units 

A i Si cc ay cea cca cain panne pene Feed acted aac re 0 
STON I nn eine csi ssigarcn os ieiqueniaches), aa 
Under annual contributions contract, but not under construction__- > Oe eie 
Under construction but not completed.._._.._...___.._..._.._.... ecm en 0 
NI a oe iia dice inn HRA ER a nm i ee gyi o eee, 
UN aR eg ea ee a ee ee ee eee 6, 000 


There were 992 units placed under annual contributions contract as early as 
1953. 

The purpose of this statement is to analyze the schedule and all the figures 
in it, in order to arrive at the accurate status of the public housing program 
in Cleveland. 

One of the weaknesses of the schedule was that it failed to show that the 
figures it quoted were based on public housing activity since 1949 and under the 
Housing Act of 1949. The schedule failed to show that Cleveland has 1,853 
units of public housing which were built under PWA and other programs and 
later turned over to the Cleveland Metropolitan Housing Authority. Cleveland 
also has 3,326 units of public housing which were constructed under the Public 
Housing Act of 1937. These earlier units total 5,179, and are outside the figures 
on this schedule. 

This schedule showed “applications, zero.” An application may be very 
informal, perhaps not more than a letter from a city saying it would like to 
have some public housing units. There are no such applications from Cleveland 
now pending before PHA. Its last application was made on October 3, 1949, for 
6,000 units, and this figure of 6,000 corresponds with the total figure in the 
schedule. 

The next line in the schedule says “Under reservation, 2,074.” A reservation 
for public housing units exists when a city has furnished sufficient information 
to indicate that it has something concrete in the way of a program for public 
housing units, the application has been approved and has been published on a 
list prepared under authority given the President and delegated by him to the 
HHFA Administrator. A reservation is a necessary beginning step before an 
annual contributions contract. 

On June 30, 1958, the 2,074 units still in reservation status were allowed to 
expire because no application accompanied by a development program was 
placed on file with the Public Housing Administration on or before that date. 
If Cleveland was prepared to develop more public housing units, it would not have 
allowed these 2,074 to expire, and it could undoubtedly have increased the 
reservation because there were 7,966 other unclaimed, authorized units which 
expired at the same time. 

The third item in the schedule is “Under annual contributions contract, but 
not under construction, 3,116.” The phrase, “Under annual contributions con- 
tract,’ means units which a city has under reservation will go under annual 
contributions contract as soon as a city submits a development program in 
sufficient detail to show approximately where the project will be, approximately 
what the land will cost and approximately what the construction will cost, as 
well as other technical details. The next step after the city submits a proper 
development program is a loan and annual contributions contract between the 
Public Housing Administration and the local housing authority. 

From “A Chronological Statement of Activities in Cleveland Under the Housing 
Act of 1949,” prepared by the Housing and Home Finance Agency, and which I 
will offer for the record, we can identify these 3,116 units and the dates on 
which they were put under an annual contributions contract. 





Date Project No. | Number of 
| units 


RMN Sie BE nn ER Be te Ee | Ohio 3-12___| 992 
June 26, 1955__. : 


5 riaiaticaeube nme ceeate ace a sc Sealn tac tnt atic ethoteaesare Gitano oo, adh acs 9 328 
RR i eek tee lS Ale ee Na Reh ae Sag Fare | Ohio 3-17___| 544 
a ee 835 

ae do_.. | 144 

aoa do 273 
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The next line on the schedule is “Under construction but not completed, 
zero.” The records of the Public Housing Administration do not show any 
units now under construction but not completed. The 810 units listed as com- 
pleted include one project of 404 units which is substantially completed but 
may still have some minor work to be done. If these 404 units are listed as 
under construction, they must be subtracted from the 810 units completed. 
However, the figure of 3,116 units “Under annual contributions contract, but 
not under construction” remains unchanged in either case. 

The final line in the schedule says “Completed, 810.” The records of the 
Public Housing Administration identify these as follows: 


Date Project No. | Number of 
units 
mene ———$$<— 
a eri ee bie Ma anal | Ohio 3-11 - - 406 
eet ee paih camiamemcaeier eee Ohio 3-13 404 
ere a Tk a eek in cet snaps wussablanedecesenauie 810 


Ohio project No. 3-13 was for 732 units. This contract was actually in two 
parts, one for 328 units not yet under construction ; the other for 404 units which 
have been completed. The separate parts of this project number appear in 
the above lists. 

SUMMARY 


On the basis of the above figures, the following facts are clear : 

(1) Of its original application under the 1949 law for 6,000 units, Cleveland 
allowed 2,074 units which it had under reservation to lapse because it was not 
prepared to put them under annual contributions contract. Up to that time, if 
it had been prepared to execute additional annual contributions contracts, it 
could have had an additional number of units. 

(2) The city of Cleveland has not been consistent in contracting the units 
under construction. Of the 810 units completed, 406 were put under contract on 
December 11, 1952, and 404 on January 26, 1955. It has not yet begun con- 
struction on 992 units put under contract January 22, 1953, and 328 put under 
contract June 26, 1955, in addition to 1,796 units put under contract in 1958. 

The 3,116 units under annual contributions contract but not yet constructed 
are more than one-half of the 6,000 units which were applied for in October 
1949, and almost four times the number that Cleveland has actually constructed 
in 10 years under the act of 1949. In view of this fact and the additional fact 
that Cleveland actually allowed a reservation of 2,074 units to lapse approxi- 
mately a year ago, I feel that there is little or no justification at the present 
time for an increase in public housing units in order to satisfy the needs of the 
city of Cleveland. 


Senator SparKMAN. Has Mayor Dilworth returned yet? 

Mayor Dilworth, I am not sure whether Senator Clark wanted us 
to wait until he got back. Do you know? 

Mr. Ditworrn. No, he asked me to go ahead. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Come right ahead, then. We are glad to have 
you and your associates. 

Mr. Ditwortn. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARDSON DILWORTH, MAYOR, PHILADELPHIA, 
PA.; VICE PRESIDENT, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 


Senator SparkMAN. The Honorable Richardson Dilworth, mayor of | 


Philadelphia, who has been before us many times. We always wel- 
come you. 

I believe you are vice president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
are you not? 

Mr. Ditwortu. Yes, I am, Senator. 
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Senator SparKMaAN. You are appearing here as the representative 
of that organization today, I understand. 

Mr. Ditworrn. That is right, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. For the record, will you present the gentleman 
who accompanies you ¢ 

Mr. Dinworrn. Yes, sir. Might I say this in introduction: We felt 
that there is a strong implication in administration circles, and par- 
ticularly in the veto message, that this is something that mayors of 
cities want and that the business and civic groups of the communities 
do not feel the need for. 

Therefore, we have here with us today, I am happy to say, Mr. 
David Melnicoff, who is the vice chairman of the Tax and Economic 
Council of the Chamber of Commerce of Philadelphia, and who is 
here with the approval of the board of directors of the Chamber of 
Commerce in Philadelphia. 

If you Senators would be willing to hear from him, he would like 
to say a few things, which I think will make it very clear that the 
business and civic groups of the city of Philadelphia are wholeheart- 
edly behind the renewal and redevelopment program. 

In fact, we feel it is an absolute essential, and that includes our 
most conservative bankers, investment bankers, manufacturers, de- 
partment store owners, hotel operators, and everybody that makes up 
the economic life of our city. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Fine. You go right ahead, sir. 

Mr. Dirwortrn. Thank you, sir. 

We have filed our statement, and I listened very attentively to 
Mayor Celebrezze, as I am also a member of the American Municipal 
Association. So, if I may, I will paraphrase our statement so as to 
not burden you with hearing twice what has been said. 

Senator SparkMan. The full statement will be printed in the 
record. 

Mr. Dinworrn. Thank you, sir. 

I would like to say this: We have just come from the American 
Municipal Conference of Mayors, and I do not think I have ever seen 
such unanimity among the mayors of cities of all sizes on the absolute 
need for this program and, particularly, of course, the renewal pro- 
gram. I think there was a feeling of great hurt upon their part, a 
very sincere one, at the tone of the veto message and also what we very 
strongly regard as deliberate misstatements of fact and of our own 
position. We realize that this was not prepared in the White House, 
but was prepared elsewhere. 

We are very conscious of that fact, and this is not direct criticism, 
as such, of the President and certainly not intended to be so because 
I think we all have a very high regard for the President’s integrity 
in every way, shape, and form. ; 

But, if I might, I would like to bring out a few things with regard 
to the message itself that were not brought out by Mayor Celebrezze. 
There certainly is an attempt there to imply that there are these 
enormous sums of money, running into billons, that would be added 
as a burden to this year’s and to the following year’s budget, whereas, 
our analysis of it would indicate that on the Government’s 1960 
budget, the actual impact would only be $69 million in expenditures; 
$69 million which can, by no stretch of the imagination, be called 
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inflationary and is less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the President’s 
total budget. 

The next thing was that the veto message indicates that $900 mil- 
lion for urban renewal in 2 years is excessive. But it completely 
omits the fact that there was no appropriation last year. So, actually, 
this would be a stretch over 3 years, as we see it, at the rate of about 
$300 million a year. 

We do not want to be misunderstood. We really do believe in 
farm aid and foreign aid. I think all the mayors of big cities and 
of all cities do, but we would like to point out that this $300 million 
a year is little more than was spent last year, as we understand it, 
to support the price of potatoes. 

What is more, the Housing Administration’s own figures show that 
they have before them today almost $600 million of bona fide requests 
for renewal projects. The Housing Administration’s own surveys 
have shown that for the immedi: tely foreseeable future—that. is, at 
least for the next 4 or 5 years—bona fide applications, justifiable 
applications, will run between $500 and $600 million each year. 

As to public housing, I would simply like to say this, because it 
has been pretty thoroughly gone into: you take our own city. We, 
at the present moment, have 5,000 families now on the w aiting list 
who are in every way eligible for public housing. Our public housing 
authority is very conservative. The chairman of it is the president 
of one of our largest mutual savings banks, and it has been operated 
under a very conservative board. They have 5,000 families that 
should be pat lg ns for right away. We estimate that about 3,300 
families a year, for at least the next 5 years, who would be eligible 
for public sane a would be displaced entirely by what might be 
described as Federal policies. 

Senator Carenart. What do you mean by being “eligible”? 

Mr. Dinworrn. They come within the income requirements, the 
maximum and minimum income requirements and all conditions that 
are required to be eligible for public housing. 

Senator Carenarr. Do you have any estimate of the number that, 
under the law, the urban renewal law, will be displaced as a result 
of the highway program that you must take care of? 

Mr. Dinwortn. Yes, sir. We estimate that for the various F ederal 
programs, such as renewal and highway programs, it ore run, in 
the next 4 or 5 years, at the rate of “about 3,300 families a vear. We 
already have a 5,000 backlog. 

So, we are in very urgent need of public housing. 

Senator Carenarr. Five thousand plus those that “would be replaced 
by highways, et cetera ? 

Mr. Ditworrn. No, sir. At the present moment, we have 5,000. 

Senator Carenart. I see. 

Mr. DinwortH. Each year, for at least the next 4 or 5 years, we 
anticipate, on top of that, 3 300 more. 

Senator CAPEHART. 3,300 more ? 

Mr. Dirworrn. Families a year, sir. 

Of course, Mayor Celebrezze went into the statement in the veto 
message that this simply placed it in the hands of the big cities. Let 
me answer it this way: In Pennsylvania alone, 44 communities, rang: 
ing in size from 10,000 to almost 3 million, were affected by this veto. 
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Whule the bill would provide for a “first come, first served” ap- 
proach, certainly, by limiting any State to 1214 percent of the total 
renewal and the good judgment and good sense of the Housing Ad- 
ministration itself, no one city or one little group of cities can, by any 
stretch of the imagin: ation, hog this program. But, experience has 
certainly shown that the cities that have programs already should be 
permitted to go ahead because, if I could take 1 minute on this, to get 
one of these programs going isa tremendous thing. 

When this sort of thing was started 12 years ago, we had a tre- 
mendous task selling the business community at that time. Today, the 
business community is 100 percent behind it. But think what it in- 
volves to get something going. 

I would like to take 1 minute on this, sir, because I think it is impor- 
tant. All of the most important groups in our business community 
have formed a $2 million paid-in capite al, nonprofit corporation to aid 
in these rede velopment programs. To make that $2 million available, 
the banks themselves have formed a pool just for this particular 
purpose. 

We are seeking to redevelop our center city in conjunction with 
mayor’s transportation program that will make it possible to bring in 
and out of our city enough people to make such a rehabilitation of our 
whole center city worthwhile. We do have the great advantage in the 

city of Philadelphia in having an enormous number of transportation 
lines moving into the ci ity in addition to our highways. 

This means that we have to get all of the business interests, the 
building interests, those who build and own and operate office buildings, 
the hotels, the restaurants, the great department stores, and to stop ¢ ut- 
ting down in the center city and moving out as rapidly as they are to 
the suburbs. We have to get the many “national manufacturers there 
are in the center city area to stay there. We have to get the residential 
builders and all of those people, the banks and everybody, lined up. 
It takes a tremendous amount of time to doit. They want an assurance 
of some continuity. 

Is this really going to come through, or is this anything the a 
administration may “cut out? We ‘finally persuaded them it wa 
going to come through. This resulted in the formation of this non- 
profit corporation. 

The application that we have wouid call for Federal help over a 
10-year period of a total of about $90 million. We would put in half 
that amount; the State would put in a total of $1 million a year, or 
about $10 million. In return for that, there would be spent, in center 
city, in private money, private investment money, between $500 and 
$600 million. So you can see what it means in the priming of the 
pump. 

I think everybody agrees that the cities are not freeloading any 
more. For instance, in 8 years we have increased our budget by 60 
percent in the city of Philadelphia, and we really are straining our 
tax resources to the uttermost, and I think every city is, 

But this project, if it goes through, would increase our tax base by 
$250 million and so would make us that much better able to look out 
for ourselves and to take care of ourselves. 

We do, at the present time, have one such project under way. which 
is perhaps a better example, if I may just give this one additional 
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one. That is the so-called Washington Square redevelopment, which 
is in the Independence Hall area. " Again, it shows what just a few 
dollars of Federal and State money can 1 do to spark one of these things. 
The State agreed to clear away the Mall so that we can, at long last, 
see Independence Hall. The State has lived up to that obligation, 
That sparked the business interests and the building interests to 
say we ought to rehabilitate that whole area around Independence 
Hall, which was the original residential area of the city of Phila- 
delphia. 

We went ahead, and we are now actually starting. The contracts 
have been let. We have $19 million of F ederal money, $7 million of 
city money, plus this. Weare going to wipe out the terrible wholesale 
markets that we had there that have been there practically ever since 
the Revolution and were a disgrace. The city is doing that entirely 
on its own at a cost of $20 million. 

We have taken 400 acres of slum and swamp in south Philadelphia 
and, through expenditure of $20 million, are building the biggest 
and finest wholesale food distributing area in the U nited States. 

In return for that Government help, we now have private developers 
who have contracted to spend $100 million in the next 8 years in the 
complete redevelopment of that area. That will increase our tax 
ratables in that area by some $50 million. 

But see what else it does. On the fringes of that area, we are 
beginning to get the reaction too. We have one very fine seafood 
restaurant down there, if I can bring that kind of an example in. 
The owner of that has now contrac ted, and he is not within the area, 
in view of what is going to happen to that area, to put a, $500,000 
addition on his restaurant. We are going to have one of the finer 
apartment-hotels in the country built on the far side of Independence 
Square, which is not even within this area, and which is being privately 
financed by the banks and mortgage companies. It is a $14 million 
building. You can see what that would add to our tax ratables and 
all of that. 

So, these programs do mean such an enormous amount. In other 
words, every dollar of tax money actually starts up or primes the 
pump for about $10 of priv: ate investment. But we do have to 
have some assurance of continuity. We do have to have some as- 
surance that the Government is really behind this and is really going 
to continue it. 

That is one of the things that I think worries the civic and busi- 
ness comunity as much as anything else in these particular programs. 

In conclusion, because I do not think it can be stressed enough, 
Senator, is the philosophy behind all this. I know all of us still 
like to think of our Nation—my forebears were Scotch-Irish who 
helped settle the western part of ‘Pennsylvania—and ourselves as the 
pioneers and the cowboys in the plains and the sturdy farmers coming 
ag: in their covered wagons and developing the land. But, actually, 

I do not think you can get away from it. Today, the frontiers 
of our civilizations are our cities, and that is where the real battle 
of democracy is going to be fought out in the next 20 years, despite 
national planners, despite the urging of every governmental agency, 
plus State governments and everything else. 
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h There has been a 15 million increase in population since the last 
w | World War. Ninety-five percent of it has settled in what I would 
Ss. | roughly describe as the cities or the urban areas, and it is going 
t, to continue to be so. 
n. I think the most reliable surveys that have been made, not by 
10 - cities, but by the National Government, indicate that by the 
e ear 1980, at least 80 percent of our people will be living in these 
l- snl urban areas or cities. They will be producing 80 percent of 
the goods on which we are going to have to rely, particularly in 
ts | our tremendous cold-war struggle. It is, as we see it, the national 
of | policy, some deliberately planned and some that just happened as 
le | a result of the machine and atomic age that we are creating. 
ce Everything is getting bigger, whether we like it or not, whether 
ly we have a Democratic or Republican administration. If we Demo- 
crats get in, we say we are certainly going to stop this trend to- 
8 ward bigness and have little business helped. But we wind up see- 
st | ing the corporations get bigger and bigger, business get bigger and 
bigger, and government get bigger and bigger. It is inevitably going 
TS | tocontinue that way. 
he The machine age and atomic age are throwing people into our 
ax | cities. The Federal policies of centralization and all that are throw- 
ing vast quantities of people into our cities. We have no fault to 
ire | find with those policies, but they are putting a tremendous burden 
od upon us. 
In. We have to assimilate all these people in our cities. We have to 
ely | make them good Americans. They cannot be good Americans if 
00 | they are going to have to move into cities where they are exploited, 
ner | where they work under terrible conditions. We have a tremendous 
nce | amount of industrial slums in our cities. 
ely In one of these big redevelopment projects, we are going to include 
ton | 1,000 acres of industrial slums so we can bring modern industry in 
ind | there and help our tax base, too. That. is equally as important as our 
clearing away of our residential slums. Unless the cities can be 
her | made, and our urban areas, into places that are healthy, in which we 
the | can bring up decent Americans who can work decently and live 
to | decently and bring their families up, I think we are going to be in 
as- | terrible trouble, both as a democracy and in our struggle in the cold 
ing | war. I just do not think we can accent the fact enough that, no mat- 
_ | ter how we like to think of our country and think of the pioneer days, 
usi- | the real pioneering in the next 20, 30, 40, 50 years is going to be in the 
ms. | great urban communities and in seeing whether democracy can actu- 
igh, | ally succeed in a tremendous urban civilization of this kind. 
still That really boils down all that I can possibly say on the subject, sir. 
¥« (The prepared statement of Mr. Dilworth follows :) 
the 
ning STATEMENT OF RICHARDSON DILWortH, MAyYor OF PHILADELPHIA AND VICE 
PRESIDENT OF U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 
ally, 
tiers Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am here both in my capacity 
attle as mayor of the city of Philadelphia, as vice president of the U.S. Conference 
: of Mayors, and as a member of the Executive Committee of the American Mu- 
spite nicipal Association. 
ncy; We are particularly grateful to you for having scheduled these hearings on 


the vetoed bill S. 57, because the misinformation and the misstatements of fact 


on which the veto was predicated certainly cannot be permitted to go un- 
challenged. 
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Congress has shown it knows the facts and demonstrated this by passing 
S. 57. However, for the Nation as a whole, and apparently for the President 
himself, the record must be set straight. 

I include the President because we in the U.S. Conference of Mayors, at our 
recent meeting. came to the conclusion after reading his veto message, and 
after talking with Mr. Mason, Director of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, that the President has no personal knowledge of this problem, and has 
been completely misinformed by his advisers. 

The veto message was obviously prepared by the President’s advisers on 
housing. Therefore, we should have been able to count on a fair statement of 
the facts and issues, but the message was not only unfair; it was actually mis- 
leading. Let me illustrate. 

(a) The message said the bill is extravagant and inflationary. 

1. As to the total amount: The fact is the total amount of loans and grants 
called for by the bill is only $1,400 million, while the administration’s own bill 
actually called for authorizations of $1,800 million. What’s more, I am quite 
sure the administration understands the difference between an appropriation 
and an authorization. 

The urban renewal provisions of the bill are authorizations only, yet the veto 
message tried to make it appear they were actual appropriations. The fact is 
the funds would be spent over a number of years, and the total effect on the 
Government’s 1960 budget would be only $69 million—which can by no stretch 
of the imagination be called inflationary, as it is less than one-tenth of 1 percent 
of the President's proposed budget. 

2. As to urban renewal: The veto message said $900 million for urban renewal 
in 2 years is excessive. It fails to state that last year no bill was passed because 
of the administration’s opposition. The result is that this $900 million is really 
for 3 years, and so at the rate of only $300 million a year, is very little more than 
the administration spent last year just to support the price of potatoes. What's 
more, the Housing Administration’s own figures show that it has before it today 
almost $600 million of bona fide requests for renewal projects and its own surveys 
have shown that for the immediate foreseeable future there will be at least 
$500 to $600 million in bona fide new applications each year. 

3. As to public housing: The veto message said there was no need for more 
publie housing units as over 100,000 are as yet unbuilt. 

This ignores the fact the real problem is with the regulations governing authori- 
zation of units. It is the unreasonable restrictions which have created this 
situation. The bill would have relieved this situation. The cities do need 
housing and even within the present restrictions can make make progress. For 
example: Philadelphia has succeeded in getting an approval for two experi- 
ments—the use of existing single-family houses, and construction through private 
builders. 

And the need certainly exists. Take Philadelphia, for example. There are 
5,000 families now waiting for public housing and we estimate that some 
3.300 families eligible for public housing, will be displaced by renewal activities 
each year for the next few years. This does not include a number of thousands 
who will be displaced by the Federal and State highway programs. 

4. The veto message says the bill is discriminatory and unfair. It states 
that a few large cities could get all the urban renewal funds. The fact is that 
projects are already waiting for money from literally hundreds of cities of a 
wide range of sizes. In Pennsylvania alone, 44 communities, ranging in size 
from 10,000 to almost 3 million, were affected by the veto. 

While the bill would require a “first come, first served’ approach, the bill 


also provides that no one State can get more than 12% percent of the total 
renewal aid appropriation. This is an automatie bar to a few large cities 
monopolizing the program. We think it is clear that if the program is to be 
continuing and adequate for cities, regardless of size. those which are ready 
should not be made to wait for those who are not. The latter can and will come 
into the program when they are ready. 

Finally, even more serious than the veto message’s attempt to mislead the 
public as to facts and issues, is its demonstration of a complete lack of under- 
standing of what is really at stake. 

It has been well said that “today, the cities are the true frontiers of our 
civilization.” 

Despite intensive efforts by national planners to decentralize our civilization, 
95 percent of our 15 million increase in population since World War II has 
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settled in our metropolitan areas. It is clear that our people believe the best 
place to live in our machine age is in an urban community. 

Also, the administration should remember that today more than two-thirds 
of our people live in the great urban areas where each year they are turning 
out more than 75 percent of our productive income and goods. The administra- 
tion should also remember that the people and businesses in urban areas are 
paying 90 percent of the Federal and State taxes, and cannot meet all of our 
needs out of the 10 cents of each tax dollar which is all the Federal and State 
Governments have left us. 

Nearly all of the thousands of people coming to our country each year in 
search of a new life and new opportunity settle in our cities. The thousands 
of Americans, white and nonwhite, many of whom come right off the farms 
to move into our great urban centers each year, are doing so largely as a result 
of policies of our National Government. This migration creates tremendous 
problems of health, welfare, education, and law enforcement in our cities, and 
adds enormously to the cost of operating our cities. It is our task to assimilate 
all of these people, and we are doing it. It is our duty because today the cities 
are the foundation upon which our 20th century civilization rests. 

It is, therefore, clear that our cities must be renewed. It is estimated that 
hy 1980, 80 percent of our population will live in the urban areas, and we must 
see that they are places where the finest of Americans can be born, live, work, 
and raise their families. 

Everyone admits the cities are straining their resources to the utmost to 
achieve this goal. The cities cannot do it alone, any more than the farmers 
can do it alone, or than the free world can do it alone. And the cities are 
asking for only $450 million a year as against a grand total of more than $8 
billion which will be spent on farm and foreign relief. 

Yet, we are faced with a stubborn refusal by the executive branch of our 
Federal Government to face up to the fact that we are, and will continue to 
be, an urban people. The success or failure of our democracy, our very success 
or failure in the cold war, in a large measure depends upon national recognition 
of this fact, and the taking of constructive measures to meet it. So, we are 
fighting the good fight by our insistence on an adequate housing bill. 


Senator SparKMAN. Would you like to make your statement now, 
Mr. Melnicoff ¢ 






STATEMENT OF DAVID MELNICOFF, VICE CHAIRMAN, TAX AND 


ECONOMIC COUNCIL, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, PHILADELPHIA, 
PA. 


Mr. Metnicorr. Thank you, Senator. 

I am appearing here as a representative of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Philadelphia. 

Senator Capenart. Turn that box around and put it where it says, 

“Talk.” 

Mr. Mexinicorr. The Chamber of Commerce of Philadelphia has 
repeatedly urged its local Representatives in Congress and others to 
provide sufficient funds for urban renewal projec ts and, particularly, 
for commercial and industrial projects which are very much needed 
in the city of Philadelphia and, of course, in many other of the large 
urban cities of the Nation. 

The purpose of these renewal projects, as we see it, is to facilitate 
the orderly and economic development by private business and to pre- 
serve the core of the great metropolitan cities, whose functions, effi- 
ciently done, are absolutely essential to the health of our private- 
enterprise economy in a society which, as Mayor Dilworth has said, 
is rapidly becoming more and more predominantly an urban society. 

The funds which were provided for urban renewal in the bill which 
the Congress has passed were barely adequate to make a start on this 
job. We urge that whatever action the’ Congress takes, whether it 
43777—59 16 
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decides to override the veto, or whether it decides to come up with a 
substitute bill, these urban renewal funds be retained and, if possible, 
amplified. We particularly hope that the 20-percent allowance for 
commercial and industrial projects will be retained and, if possible, 
enlarged. 

We have had, in Philadelphia, I think, one of the best illustrations 
of urban renewal and participation by private industry in city develop- 
ment that has taken place anywhere in the country. Mayor Dilworth 
has referred to it as a food distribution center. We see many addi- 
tional possibilities of this kind. We regard this as a good investment, 
a good, sound, economical investment. 

1 would like to add one final note which will express a personal opin- 
ion of mine. I had occasion late last year to testify before the Joint 
Committee on the Economic Report. The subject at that time was 
the matter of inflation and how to achieve rapid economic growth 
without undue inflation. I pointed out then that in my opinion the 
most important matters to which we should address ourselves were 
matters of structural imbalance in our economy and pointed out there 
were serious shortcomings in our use of resources in the fields. For 
instance, of agriculture and of transportation, and certainly in the field 
of urban development. 

Unless we provide funds, ample funds, for these renewal programs, 
we will not be able to use the resources which we have most efliciently. 
We will have a continual drag on our rate of economic growth. In 
the long run, regardless of country conditions of the moment, we will 
have contributed more to inflation in that way than by the provision 
of these funds. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Thank you. 

Mayor Dilworth, I will ask you, as the representative of the mayors’ 
conference, the same question I asked Mayor Celebrezze. What would 
be your advice, or what is your feeling, as to the action that this com- 
mittee ought to recommend; to override the veto or to work out a 
new bill ? 

Mr. Dirworrn. Well, sir, could I put it this way: Mr. Mason 
finally came out to the conference. Mr. Dave Walker, who is a phil- 
adelphian, came out first. I think he reported the climate and that 
Mr. Mason had better put in an appearance. 

When he came out, it was made very clear to him, I think, by a 
unanimous vote of the mayors that the provisions of this bill were, 
in themselves, a compromise and really were an absolute minimum. 
There was a very strong hope that the Congress would not compromise 
any further, but would be able, we hoped to override the veto. 

Senator SparKMAN. This was a conference at Los Angeles? 

Mr. Ditwortn. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. I read something about that. I read about a 
speech made by my former colleague in the House, Mayor Paulsen, in 
which he condemned the veto of the bill. 

Was the news reported correctly on that ? 

Mr. Ditworrn. Mr. Paulsen really showed himself to be a very big 
man, sir. It was his own home city, and he was the president of the 
conference. He arose and said that when he was a Member of the Con- 
gress, he had voted against public housing in this whole program. 
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But, as the mayor of a city, and he is now in his second term, and he has 
been a very successful mayor of that city, he said he was convinced that, 
not only was it essential to the life and the growth and health of every 
urban community, but it was actually essential to, really, the preserva- 
tion of the Nation that we do have this program. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. As a matter of fact, is it not true that the 
mayor’s conference itself has compromised on the figure that it is 
sresenting? Did you not, several months ago, decide that you needed 

$1 billion a year and finally lowered your sights to $600 million 

Mr. Dinworrn. That is correct, sir. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Ona long-range program ? 

Mr. Ditworrn. All of us in politics, I think, are certainly quite 
realistic. We realize there was no possible hope of getting anything 
more than $600 million a year. To ask fora billion dollars a year, even 
though we could use it to good advantage, would actually be hurting 
our own cause in the public eye. 

Senate’ SPARKMAN. Senator Capehart ? 

Senator Carenarr. Nothing. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Clark? 

Senator Ciark. Just so the record will be clear, not only did the 
conference of mayors recommend an effort to override the veto, but 
you pushed to make that recommendation ; did you not ? 

Mr. Dirwortn. Yes, sir. 

Could I say one additional thing? It is awfully hard to change the 
philosophy of people. We realize that. I think the mayors are all 
extremely conscious of it. But Mayor Paulsen is a perfect example, 
and our own chamber of commerce is a perfect example, if I could 
give a last illustration. 

In the 1940's, the city of Philadelphia, which has always been a con- 
servative old city, turned down $19 million of public housing funds 
and did so with the complete and unanimous approval of the chamber 
of commerce. 

Today the chamber of commerce has very much the same gentle- 
men, the presidents of all of our big banks and investment houses. 
Our chamber of commerce today, I think, is more representative of the 
business community than almost any big city. The chamber of com- 
merce today is really militantly in favor “of the renewal and redevelop- 
ment program, not only residential, but particularly the industrial end 
of it. It shows that once you get close to the situation, you realize 
what a tremendous change there has been in our civilization, in our 
own Nation, within the last 20 years and what a tremendously different 
set of facts we have been confronted with. 

Senator Crark. Mayor Dilworth, if you would not mind turning 
to No. 3 of your prepared statement, where you state that the veto mes- 
sage said there was no need for more public housing units as over 
100,000 are yet unbuilt, I know that you know, and I think it might 
be well to have it on the record, that every one of those 100,000 units 
is committed so that no city which wants to come in now and get public 
housing units could possibly do so because all of the unbuilt housing 
units have been committed elsewhere. 

Mr. Ditworrn. That is right, sir. 

As I pointed out, we have a waiting list of 5,000 families and no place 
to put them. 
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Senator CLark. Thank you very much for your very helpful state- 
nent. 

Senator CarenaArt. We appreciate your testimony. 

Senator SpsrKMan. There is one thing I wanted to object to in your 
statement and differ with vou. You fieured that the effect on the 
Grovernment’s budget would be $69 million. I think you must have 
heen accepting some Housing and Home Finance Agency figures. 

We went into that quite fully yesterday, and I will not take time 
to review it now, but T hope you will read the transcript. I think the 
eat imate of our staff is much closer to the real figures than the estimate 
of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, which vou apparently have 
accepted. We point out that the total effect on the 1960 budget is 
about S28 million. 

Mr. Dinworrn. Thank you, s 

Senator Crark. [think this merely amplifies the well-deserved rep- 
resentation for conservatism which Mayor Dilworth has. 

iv. Dinwortu. Thank you very much, sit 

Senator SparKMAN. | hope you will be more careful in looking up 
your sourees of information. I recognize they are hard to find some- 
times. We now have the Honorable James W. Kelly, J r., Mayor 
of East Orange, N.J. 

Mayor Kelly, we are glad to have you with us. We have a distin- 
‘ ished 1 représentative of your State on our subcommittee, Senator 
Williams. He is testifying for another committee right now, but will 

e here as soon as he ean. 

However, [ think we should go ahead. 71 know he would like to be 
here while you are testifying and have the privilege of presenting you, 
but we will regard you as properly presented by Senator Williams 

Would vou, for the record. ide ntify the ge ntleman who ac ieisaistia 
you ¢ 


STATEMENT OF JAMES W. KELLY, JR., MAYOR, EAST ORANGE, N.J. 


Mr. Keniy. Mr. Chairman and fellow committee members, I cer- 
tainly appreciate and welcome the opportunity to appear before your 
subcommittee. Those of us charged with the immediate responsi- 
bility for the present welfare and long-range plans of our cities and 
towns sometimes watch with a feeling of real frustration the ns and 
downs of vital legislation such as the Housing bill of 1959. While the 
veto of the bill by President Eisenhower was not exactly unexpected, 
it was, nevertheless, a shock when it came. Our city of East Orange 
with some 85,000 citizens, lying in the path of a proposed m: jor inter- 
state highway, watched and hoped as the housing bill weaved its way 
through the committees of Congress, to the fioors of both Houses, 
through joint conference, final passage. and then to the President's 
desk. 

At this point I might say that the city of East Orange has an area 
slightly less than 4 square miles, with an estimated population any- 
where ‘from 85.000 to 95,000. That gives us a density of popul: ition 
ag the greatest in the country, with the possible exception of 
New York City. 

We have, I am sorry to say, that morning-after feeling. T think I 
speak for not only my own community, but that I echo in this respect 
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the sentiments of neighboring communities in Essex County which, 
incidentally, is the largest county in the State, and of the New Jersey 
State League of Municipalities representing more than 95 percent of 
the communities of our State. 

Gentlemen, we need this legislation. We need it badly. We hope 
and urge that a bill at least equivalent to S. 57, sufficient to meet our 
needs and those of the many other munic ipalities across the Nation, 
finds its way back to the President’s desk and that he signs it. 

I would like to spend just a moment. outlining ‘what I call the 
plight of our city and our taxpayers and what I believe is a case in 
point for this bill. Some argue that the cities should do more for 
themselves. Let me say with a clear conscience that we are not passing 
the buck; as a matter of fact, we don’t have a buck left to pass—at least 
out of local taxes. Our tax assessors tell me that our taxing of a 
typical single-family home in the city of Kast Orange—— 

Senator CLark. Mr. Kelly, 1 am going to interrupt you, if the chair- 
man will allow me, long enough to say that I want that statement high- 
lighted in the record. “We don’t have a buck to pass.” 

There are so few people who realize what desperate financial straits 
our cities are in and how utterly unable they are to put up the addi- 
tional sums they would have to put up to clear their slums and get 
houses built if Federal support were withdrawn. 

Mr. Ketiy. Thank you, Senator Clark. 

As I said, our tax on a typical single-family home now runs at an 
average of $500 to $600 per year. Our East Orange homeowner is 
generally a person of moderate means. The per capita income in 
East Orange was recently listed as $2,739. One of our city firemen 
I know pays 10 percent of his earnings for real property taxes alone. 
An additional proportion of his income is absorbed in income taxes. 
His case is not untypical. 

Just last week 500 taxpayers stormed our city hall in a mass demon- 
stration after ere their second-half 1959 tax bills. Nor is our 
community extravagant. We have the sixth lowest tax rate in our 
county of 22 municipalities and we have by objective national stand- 
ards excellent community services and facilities. What we have 
witnessed in East Orange, I note from the May 8 issue of U.S. News & 
World Report in an article entitled “Coming Revolt by Local Tax- 
payers?” is not unusual in these times. We are sharing with other 
ne ies throughout the Nation a common dilemma. 

Gentlemen, the local communities need help. The only way to meet 
ever-rising expenses of public services is to expand our municipal 
base and to cut tax-dollar leakage. We need new ratables through 
redevelopment and renewal to expand this base. By the same token, 
by removing the slum and blight which consumes a lopsided share 
of the municipal service dollar, we can stop up some of these leaks. 
To do this where the need is, where the land use is most inefficient 
socially and economically, we must have Federal assistance. We can- 
not afford road blocks in the rules committee, nor can we afford 
myopic vetoes, both of which threaten to suspend ‘this program for the 
second year running. We estimate that nearly 3,000 . our families 
live in substandard conditions in our city. Each year adds over a 
hundred new family units to the list. More than 50 vie ent of our 
housing is over 40 years old. Thus, by postponing the inevitable, we 
only mortgage the future. 
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Our city, or I should say, the area from which I come, including 
the neighboring cities of Orange and Newark, with an aggregate 
population of nearly 600,000 persons, has not only a large number of 
substandard dwellings, a large percentage of old housing, but a fur- 
ther common problem. We each lie in the path of the proposed east- 
west freeway, which will be part of the great chain of interstate high- 
ways to be built under the Federal highway program. East Orange 
alone will have 500 low-income families displaced by the freeway. I 
am advised that Orange anticipates 583 families needing relocation. 
Newark, by reason of the freeway and two other sections of the Federal 
highway program, anticipates a displacement of 7,000 families, of 
which over 2,000 are estimated to be low-income families. The total 
dislocation in the three communities is about 8,000 families, or about 
5 percent of the total population. 

Besides this immense human problem of dislocation and relocation, 
we in East Orange will lose $1,800,000 in tax ratables. Adding in 
Orange and New ark, the total loss of ratables is estimated at $5.200.- 
000. In other words, we see in the making greater burdens and less 
revenue. Against this backdrop, let me speak for a moment how the 
President’s veto directly affects us. 

In anticipation of the freeway problem, our housing authority under 
the able direction of Chairman William J. Sager applied last: Decem- 
ber for urban renewal assistance where the greatest concentration of 
low-income families and blight exist, in the area through which the 
freeway will pass. I might add parenthetically that our city govern- 
ment contains a balanced representation of both political parties. And 
we have no party differences over the need for this program. Our 
elected officials—Republicans and Democrats alike—are united and 
unanimous in making our application for aid for all of our citizens. 

The application I have just mentioned was for 111 acres. It will 
seek to make possible new housing for the hundreds of families 
involved and to rejuvenate our commercial areas in the vicinity of the 
freeway, unsnar! our traffic problems, and provide parking. In other 
words, it will aim for decent neighborhood living for our residents 
in the path of and near the freeway’s route. On February 12 last, the 
regional director returned the applications stating that “the reloca- 
tion workload for the project appears to be infeasible * * *.” The 
chairman of our authority, Mr. Sager, and his authority went back to 
work, made surveys as suggested by the Urban Renewal Administra 
tion and plans for applying for public housing to fulfill the al 
pointed out in the Director’s letter. 

On July 8 the application was again returned with the same com- 
ment on the relocation workload—that it was infeasible. The Director 
called again for official action to be taken on public housing as a pre- 
requisite to approval for title I assistance. 

The authority on July 13, 1959, presented our governing body with 
a resolution requesting 300 units of public housing. The resolution 
was adopted unanimously by our bipartisan council. 

While the regional director was thus handling our application, 
President Eisenhower was vetoing the housing bill on the grounds, 
among others, that it contained provision for 45, £000 units of public 
housing. The President said that this was unnecessar vy as there were 
110,000 units authorized and yet unbuilt. You know and I know that 
these units have all been committed. There are and will be no units 
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available for use in East Orange. So it is absolutely and completely 
impossible for us to meet the requirements of the Urban Renewal Ad- 
ministration for title I unless and until further public housing is 
allocated. A veto for this reason is not just a veto against public hous- 
ing but it is a veto against urban renewal and title I where it is need- 
ed most, in the areas of greatest decay. 

Without a feasible relocation program they do not want our ap- 
plication in the Philadelphia Regional Office. What, gentlemen, do 
those who would support the veto suggest we do with our low income 
families 

Senator Carenart. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question here ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Capehart. 

Senator Carprnart. You say: 





A veto for this reason is not just a veto against public housing but it is a 
veto against urban renewal and title I where it is needed most, in the areas of 
greatest decay. 

Of course, the law requires that when you relocate people that are 
displaced by urban renewal, you must do so in safe, sanitary, and 
decent housing. That is the law. 

Mr. Ketry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Caprenart. Is there any way to do it other than through 
public housing? I ask that question, not in a critical vein, but I am 
just trying to find out if there is any. How would you comply with 
the relocation provision other than through public housing? Is there 
some other way it could be done? 

Mr. Keiiy. I do not know of any other way, Senator Capehart, 
other than through public housing. 

Senator Capenartr. My point is, I am trying to find out something. 
We have a law which says you cannot have an urban renewal project 
that displaces these people without having, in advance, found a i 
to move them 

Mr. Ketiy. In the same bracket. 

Senator Carrnart. Yes. In the same bracket. 

My point is that you could do that, could you not, with your own 
funds if you had the funds? 

Mr. Keury. If we had the funds. 

Senator CapeHART. You could do that ? 

Mr. Kenny. Yes, sir. 

Senator Caprnart. But, under the law you must provide 

Mr. Ketiy. The same or superior housing facilities in the bracket 
that these people who are being displaced can afford to pay. 

Senator SpARKMAN. That means safe, sanitary, and decent housing. 

Mr. Ketry. That is right. 

Senator Carenart. That: means either that the city has to do it, or 
the county, the State, or the Federal Government, or a combination 
of the four. 

_ Mr. Ketiy. We do not have the money, Senator Capehart. The 
State of New Jersey does not have it. 

Senator Carrnart. But those are the only four possibilities. That 
would be the city, the county, the State, or the Federal Government. 

Mr. Ketiy. That is right. 

Senator Carenart. Either one or the other has to do it, or a com- 
bination of the four. 
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Mr. Kexry. Or it is not going to be done. 

Senator Carenarr. I assume private industry could do it if they 
wanted to. If they wanted to do it, they could, but they will not, or 
have not. 

Mr. Ketiy. As I say, we live in a community of less than 4 square 
miles. 

Senator Carenarr. I think this is one thing that neither Congress- 
men nor Senators understand, and I am sure that the President was 
not properly informed on this aspect. It is the fact that in these 
urban renewal displacements, under the law you must find a space 
for these people to live even before the Federal Government. will 
provide you money for your urban renewal. 

Mr. Keiiy. As a matter of fact, the Urban Renewal Administra- 
tion sent our application back twice because they did not think we 
have provided sufficient housing of the same type with the usual 
sanitary conditions, and so forth. For that reason, we had to make 
another survey, and they have now accepted the application. 

Senator Carenarr. You agree with me that few people understand 
how this thing works? 

Mr. Ketry. I thoroughly agree with you, and I do not think the 
President personally understood it. 

Senator Carenart. I am sure he may not have been informed about 
it because, as you know, for the President of the United States there 
are not enough hours in the day for him to check into things of that 
sort. 

Mr. Ketty. I have great respect for him. 

Senator CaprHart. He has to depend on people to advise him, just 
as a mayor of a city or a Senator does. We find it hard to do many, 
many things that we would like to do each day because of the lack of 
time. 

Mr. Ketry. I sympathize with President Eisenhower. 

Senator CapeHart. But this is one phase of this housing program 
that I think very, very few people understand. 

Mr. Ketiy. But, Senator Capehart, while it is only one phase it is 
a very important one. 

Senator Carenarr. Yes, I agree it is important. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator CLark. Mayor Kelly, could I buckle that up a little more 
tightly? In East Orange, do you have a substantial amount of vacant 
land on which private residential building could go forward ? 

Mr. Kerry. That is our problem. We have very, very little vacant 
land. You can see that with an area of less than 4 square miles, 3.9 
square miles, we have a population in excess of 85,000, so we have 
little vacant land. 

Senator CiarK. So really, in order to relocate these people you are 
going to have to build high-rise apartments; are you not? 

Mr. Ketiy. We cannot build with private funds because private 
investors have told me they require at least $40 a room. 

Senator Crark. Is it correct, then, to say that private builders, 
even with the best will in the world, will not be able to build at a cost 
which will make it possible for the displaced families to afford this 
housing ? 

Mr. Ketry. Yes. 
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Senator CLark. So what you have said to Senator Capehart is 
that it will have to be governmental action, because we cannot ask 
private industry to engage in operations which will result in a loss. 

Mr. Ketiy. Yes. They cannot go to apartment houses where we 
have vacancies, because the people cannot afford $40 a room and $45 
a room; and we have so little land available where any type of proj- 
ect can be put up unless we have an urban renewal program. 

Senator CirarK. Thank you very much. 

Senator SPARKMAN. You may proceed, sir. 

Mr. Kenty. Neither the President in his veto message nor the re- 
cent proposals of Senator Bush make any provision for helping to 
solve this problem. We in East Orange believe that if a new Inter- 
state System of Highways, which the President just declared a high 
priority item, is essential to our expanding national economy and 
justifies the $50 billion program, it stands to reason there must be 
room in such a vast program to accommodate the human needs of 
families who must move in the interest of progress. We just cannot 
and must not embalm our less fortunate neighbors in reinforced con- 
crete. 

One other aspect of the interaction of the highway program and 
urban renewal has a direct effect on us. While modest in amount, the 
relocation payments would be of great help in taking the edge off 
the hardships on families and businesses forced to relocate from 
blighted areas where incomes of families and businesses are generally 
low. The present law makes it administratively impossible for us 
to obtain these payments for families in the path of the Federal 
highway program. 

To secure these payments under present law, our city must run a 
desperate race against time. Upon receipt of word of the final aline- 
ment of the freeway, we must then begin our detailed planning for 
urban renewal. After this work is completed, we then submit our 
application for loan and grant funds to the Urban Renewal Admin- 
istration. After the application has been processed and approved, 
we can then begin the appraisals and negotiations which are the 
necessary preliminaries to acquiring property. After acquisition of 
properties and demolition, we would then resell the properties to the 
State for highway use. 

This complicated Tinkers-to-Evers-to-Chance type of operation is 
made necessary just to provide relocation payments to families dis- 
placed by a highway within an urban renewal area. This does not 
seem to me to make sense. The provision in S. 57 which would elimi- 
nate this intergovernmental redtape and permit increased coordina- 
tion and planning of urban renewal and highway programs should 
be retained. 

Our city shares with the President his feeling that as much as pos- 
sible of the urban renewal and housing job should be done by private 
enterprise. While public housing for the low-income group is un- 
avoidable, there is a big opportunity for private developers to share in 
Rast Orange, as elsewhere, in the urban renewal venture. To that 
end, we are interested in sections 220 and 221 of the Housing Act, 
and the proposed amendments to these sections. 

This week T directed a canvass to be made of the building depart- 
ments of the city of Newark, town of Bloomfield, town of Irvington, 
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and city of Orange, as well as of our own building department in East 
Orange, and it was the unanimous agreement that new construction 
within the present limits of section 221 for a high-cost area is im- 
possible. 

Certainly, if the land and building costs exceed the mortgage limit 
by any appreciable amount, the purpose for which section 221 was 
adopted would be defeated. This section recognizes the need for pro- 
viding relocation housing with a minimum downpayment or cost out- 
lay by the purchaser. Even the none-too-liberal increase of these 
limits in high-cost areas, such as ours, to $12,000 provides no assur- 
ance that developers can undertake construction, yet it marks a step 
forward and provides the hope that something may be done privately. 

The President’s veto has killed the hope of making this private en- 
terprise program available to our community along with urban re- 
newal. 

If not in 1959, then in the near future, housing legislation must 
recognize the need for expanding the use of FHA beyond just urban 
renewal under section 220, relocation housing under section 221, and 
the areas which are deemed still sound under conventional financing 
concepts for the standard FHA program. 

More and more areas in our cities are falling into a gray no man’s 
land. They are neither so deteriorated as to necessitate clearance 
within the immediate or foreseeable future, nor are they sufficiently 
free from blighting factors so that the FHA under its usual appre aisal 
procedure will commit on loans. Urban renewal applications con- 

templating section 220 loans take years from conception to execution. 

Senator Ciarkx. Mr. Chairman, may I interject at that point ? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Clar k. 

Senator Ciark. Mayor Kelly, in your judgment is the blight mov- 
ing ahead faster than you can eradicate it in your city right now? 

Mr. Ketry. I would not say so. 

Senator CLiark. You would or would not ? 

Mr. Ketry. I would not say so. 

Senator CrarK. Do you think if we do not get a good housing bill, 
blight definitely will move ahead faster than it can be eradicated ? 

Mr. Ketty. Yes. We fecl that we have 100 families a year going 
into the blight area. 

Senator CLark. As a representative of the League of New Jersey 
Municipalities, do you think that statement could be made generally 
with regard to New Jersey municipalities; that an adequ: te housing 
program is necessary to prevent blight from moving ahead faster than 
State and local efforts can clear it ¢ 

Mr. Ketuy. I would say “Yes,” and especially in the city of Newark. 

Senator Ciark. Thank you. 

Mr. Ketiy. According to the May issue of the Journal of Housing, 
only about 3,500 units of housing have been rehabilitated all over the 
country under the 1954 act in both assisted and nonassisted projects. 
Obviously, progress made is far too slow for the growing dimensions of 
the rehabilitation task. 

The FHA vehicle must be liberalized so that the urban purchaser 

‘an buy in the gray areas and fix his house up on a basis comparable 
to his country cousin in the development. This means, of course, one 
consolidated mortgage of sufficiently long term of amortization. 
Wide-scale rehabilitation can only occur through the interested home- 
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owner, and he must have the mortgage financing which he needs to 
buy and rehabilitate the thousands of middle-aged houses in these 
older areas of our cities. Such a program is the surest way of inducing 
self-help, minimizing the ultimate cost of direct Government expendi- 
ture, and making rehabilitation and code enforcement a reality. 

Another most constructive feature of S. 57 which has been marked 
for death by administration spokesmen is the one that would enable 
citizens to include investments by colleges and universities as a part 
of the local contribution under title I. 

In our area such institutions as Upsala College, Rutgers University, 
Seton Hall University, and Newark College of Engineering are vital 
to our educational and cultural growth. As these institutions enjoy 
tax exemptions, at least in part, our cities would be hard pressed to 
make the investment unaided for the type of urban renewal programs 
which would be conducive to their future growth. This feature pro- 
vides the indispensable mechanism which would enable our colleges 
and universities to continue to serve as the intellectual stimulus of 
our community and to enable our community to provide the appropri- 
ate environment for these institutions to grow. We urge the inclusion 
of this feature in any new legislation. 

Finally, a word about our senior citizens. East Orange has a large 
older population. As a matter of fact, about 17 percent of our popu- 
lation is over 62. I note with regret that the administration wants 
to delete the loan program tailored to meet the needs of elderly citi- 
zens. While our public housing application anticipates in part the 
needs of our senior citizens, I had hoped that this feature of the bill 
which the President vetoed would provide yet another opportunity for 
private self-help. I hope that in any new legislation this provision 
will be restored, so that safe and cheerful housing will be available 
to our older population. They, too, have earned the right to a better 
standard of living. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator Cuark. Mayor Kelly, the statement was made in the veto 
message, and was reinforced by Mr. Mason in his testimony yester- 
day, that private industry was entirely capable of prov iding for the 
need for homes for the elderly; that Government intervention was 
quite unnecessary; and that the end result would be to displace pri- 
vate enterprise with what might be thought of more or less as a so- 
cialistic method of doing this. 

Would you have any comment on that ? 

Mr. Ketny. Yes, sir. 

Senator Clark, we in the city of East Orange have a number of 
older citizens. As I say, 17 percent of our population is over 62 years 
of age. Many of these people are women—a great number of them 
are widows. They feel as though they are living in a safe town. 

When provisions were made ‘for them, a dollar meant a whole lot 
more than it does today. And these elderly people find themselves 
in a position where they just cannot meet the demands of a landlord 
in one of these high- priced apartments. ‘They have no place to go. 

And I do not think it is socialism at all to try to provide some 
means of moderate-cost apartments for these people. I think it is an 
absolute necessity. They are very fine people. They just didn’t have 
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the provisions made that were necessary for them 20 or 30 years ago 
when their husbands were in a position to do so. 

Senator CLarK. So, it would be your thought that the category of 
elderly person whom you have been talking about, could not afford to 
pay the rents or to purch: ise the kind of housing for the elderly 
which private enterprise would construct, because it would be too 
expensive / 

Mr. Ketiy. We have a project under consideration now where the 
purchaser has bought the land with that thought in mind. It was a 
cooperative-apartment idea for elderly persons. And he wanted them 
to invest $5,000 per apartment and become, as I say, part owners of 
this project. 

He called me the other day to tell me that in spite of all the adver- 
tising and solicitation he has done, there just are not sufficient people 
with $5,000 at that age level to enable him to continue with this idea 

Senator Crark. But this does not mean there are not a lot of eld- 
erly people in your community who need that kind of home ‘ 

Mr. Ketiy. They would like to have it, but they do not have the 
$5,000. 

Senator CLarkK. There are a lot of them who do not have the $5,000, 
but need housing for the elderly ? 

Mr. Ketty. They have to have some help in the way of low-cost, 
moderate-cost housing. 

Senator CLrark. Thank you. 

Senator SparKMAN. All right, Mayor Kelly. 

Mr. Kextiy. I appreciate your indulgence during these remarks. 
I am well aware that our serious problems of neighborhood rejuvena- 
tion, of relocation, of reaching our goal of a decent home for every 
American, will not come overnight. While we cannot lose heart 
at the setbacks we have received, I think we must recognize the man- 
date of the American people. As citizens of the most prosperous 
nation, we have a magnificent opportunity of attaining the goal of a 
decent home and a healthy neighborhood for all citizens. 

It is hard to believe that in this most fundamental area of all, the 
family and the home, the price is too high, that we must content 
ourselves to abide in filth, squalor, and demeaning quarters for yet 
another generation or two. Recently a nationwide conference of 
ACTION was held in Newark, and business leaders from all over the 
country acknowledged the necessity of eliminating these conditions. 

I am convinced that the provisions of S. 57 represent the minimum 
specifications for getting on with the job of rebuilding and renewing. 
I commend the overwhelming major ity in Congress who served us so 
well in securing its passage, and I hope still others will now join 
them. 

Give us the legislation we need to see our task through. We on the 
local level in turn pledge to mobilize all our forces, public and private, 
to meet this challenge for a happier and more fulfilling future for 
our people. 

Thank you very, very much. 

Senator SparKkMAN. Thank you, Mayor. That is a very fine state- 
ment. 

Senator Williams, you were not here when the Mayor started, but 
T am glad you have come in. 
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Senator WituiaMs. I regret I was not here to introduce my good 
friend Mayor Kelly to you, Mr. Chairman, and this committee. I 
was downstairs testifying in hearings on Senator Clark’s bill, but I 
am glad I heard most of M: ayor Kelly's statement. 

I have heard much of the testimony in connection with this bill, 
and I can say honestly I have not heard a more powerful statement 
demonstrating the need for the public housing and urban renewal pro- 
visions of 8S. 57 than Mayor Kelly’s. 

Just a year ago, Mayor Kelly did not have the responsibility of 
being chief executive of the city of East Orange, and { did not have 
the responsibility of this office, either. We saw a lot of each other, 
however, last summer and fall. I watched people as they saw the 
promise of a great mayor, one with the mind and the heart for the 
job—and he has become the great mayor that he promised to be. 

[I want to thank you, Mayor Kelly, and also would like to introduce 
Counsel William Brach if he has not already been introduced. 

Mr. Ketiy. He has been. 

Senator WiLitiams. You do not consider East Orange a big city, 
do you, Mayor Kelly / 

Mr. Ketiy. No, sir: but it is the second largest in the county of 
Essex. 

Senator WituraMs. It is a city of 85,000? 

Mr. Ketry. Yes. 

Senator WiiutAms. In the range of cities, this would be a medium- 
sized city ? 

Mr. Ketiy. Medium-sized city. 

Senator Wituiams. The Administrator of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, in a letter condemning S. 57, addressed to Senator 
Dirksen, said among other things that S. 57 is full of bonuses for 
the big people. It is not clearly defined who the big people are. He 
did say, however, that big cities were included. 

He also—and the veto message, also—suggested that the urban re- 
newal provisions could mean that a few big ¢ cities would tie up all of 
the funds. 

I personally regret. both the statement that it is a bill full of bonuses 
for big people, and the scare talk that urban renewal could be tied up 
by the big cities. 

I know that as long as you are chief executive, your moderately 
sized city will v8 aggressively seeking an opportunity to share in this 
program, No. 1; : and, No. 2, in terms of the bonuses for big people, 
there is a oes in there for the elderly, there is a bonus in there for 
the poor, through public housing. 

[ hope there ‘will be an amendment to that letter and the idea that 
this is a giveaway to bigness. What this bill does is help your 
people. 

Mr. Ketuy. It could help our people. 

Senator WittiaMs. And it does it for your city and for moderately 
sized cities across the country. Would you not agree ? 

Mr. Ketty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate this opportunity, and I want 
to thank you and the other members of the committee. 

Senator SparKman. Thank you. It wasa very fine statement. 
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Senator Ciark. Mr. Chairman, could we ask the witness the same 
question we have asked the other witnesses ¢ 

Mayor Kelly, would you suggest that this committee recommend 
to the Senate that the veto be overridden ¢ 

Mr. Ketiy. | would recommend that action. 

Senator CLark. Do you think you can speak for the leading New 
Jersey municipalities as well as yours ¢ 

Mr. Ketry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ciark. Thank you. 

Senator Carenart. Would you prefer to override the veto, or maybe 
get a better bill ? 

Mr. Kerry. I think I would be satisfied with 8.57. We know what 
we have in here; we do not know what might be in a new bill. 

Senator SparkKMAN. Mayor William G. Enloe, mayor of Raleigh, 
N.C. 

Mayor Enloe, will you come around, please, sir. You were earlier 
presented to us. I understand you have a brief statement prepared. 
Go right ahead with it. Weare very glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. ENLOE, MAYOR, RALEIGH, N.C. 


Mr. Envor. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
William G. Enloe, mayor of the city of Raleigh, N.C. I appear be- 
fore you today in support of S. 57, the 1959 housing bill. I repre- 
sent my own city and the North Carolina League of Municipalities. 
The league, of which I am vice president, has 350 members and is 
the official organization of the towns and cities of my State. Our 
national organization is the American Municipal Association. 

Public housing and urban renewal are of vital interest to the mu- 
nicipalities of North Carolina and we were dealt a severe blow by 
the President’s veto of this bill, which would make possible the con- 
tinuation of the growth and development programs on a more ade- 
quate basis. 

Public housing is well established in North Carolina. Twenty mu- 
nicipalities now have public housing authorities. These are listed 
in the written statement I am filing with your committee, along with 
other statistical data to which I shall refer in his brief statement. 
In addition, four municipalities are in the process of making first 
applications for housing units, while four others have applied for 
additional housing units. Also, five of our cities with urban re- 
newal programs have requested additional public housing units to 
house persons who will be moved as a result of their urban renewal 
projects. 

Urban renewal, on the other hand, is relatively new to North Caro- 
lina because it was not until 1957 that the general assembly passed 
laws permitting our municipalities to undertake these programs. 
However, in the short period of these 2 years, six major cities have 
activated urban renewal programs. Four additional ones are in the 
process and have made application for Federal funds. Also, some 
12 or more interested cities and towns ranging in population from 
433 to 39,000 have conferred with officials of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency’s regional office in Atlanta, Ga. 

To further demonstrate the need, the U.S. census indicates that 
within 31 North Carolina cities having a population of over 10,000 
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there are 133,000 substandard dwellings, and it can be conservatively 
estimated from other census facts that there are over 50,000 additional 
“blighted” dwellings within other cities and towns of the State. 

In my own city of R: leigh, there are many vigorous forces at work 
to improve the living conditions of our less fortunate citizens. The 
newest of these is urban renewal. Last December : approval was given 
Raleigh’s first application for urban renewal advance planning funds, 
and our redevelopment commission is already in the final stages of 
preparation of a redevelopment plan for one of the city’s blighted 
areas. But there are at least five other extremely blighted areas ‘nneed- 
ing corrective measures that only the urban renewal program can 
provide. In the opinion of our citizens, urban renewal offers un- 
precedented opportunity for the improvement of housing and business 
conditions. We look upon urban renewal not as another govern- 
mentally subsidized program, but as an opportunity to help us help 
ourselves. Providing city services to blighted areas is costly and 
becomes more of a tax burden each year. The burden is far too 
heavy for one unit of government to carry. I think it just as im- 
portant for a person to be given an opportunity to be a good citizen 
of our great country as it is to help him become a good citizen of a 
municipality. 

We respectfully urge you to keep the public housing and renewal 
programs alive with this bill in order that our communities, through 
these programs, may blot out blight and the many environmental 
deficiencies that mar the beauty and prevent the orderly, healthy 
growth and development of our urban areas. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Thank you, Mayor Enloe. 

Mr. Entor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present this extended 
statement, if I may, sir, for the record. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, sir. That will be included, 

Senator Capehart ¢ 

Senator Carenartr. No questions. 

Thank you. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Clark ? 

Senator CLark. I have no questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. How big isthe city of Raleigh ? 

Mr. Enior. Right now, about 90,000. 

Senator SpaARKMAN. In other words, it would not come within the 
classification of a big city ¢ 

Mr. Entor. Not by any means. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. And you have found urban renewal very use- 
ful? 

Mr. Enxor. We have one project now that is underway. We have 
not actually started any project there, but we are familiar with the 
possibilities of it, and we are all quite enthusiastic. Our chamber 
of commerce has endorsed the program, many civic clubs, and many 
women’s organizations. It is not just a city hall plan; it is some- 
thing that is endorsed by all of the citizens of the city—not all, but 
a great majority. 

Senator SparkMAN. Do you have a strong conviction concerning 
a recommendation to this committee as to the action we should take? 
Should we recommend to override, or should we redraft a bill? 
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Mr. Exvor. [ would hope very much, sir, that you would over- 
ride the veto, because you have already compromised almost to the 
very lowest possible point. And I think any additional compromise 
would just about kill the effects of the bill. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Mayor Enloe. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Senator CiarK. No. 

Senator Carrnarr. No. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, Mayor Enloe. We 
appreciate your statement. 

(Mr. Enloe’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mayor WILLIAM G. ENLOE, RALEIGH, N.C. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am William G. Enloe, 
mayor of the city of Raleigh, N.C. I appear before you today in support of 
S. 57, the 1959 housing bill representing my own city; the North Carolina 
League of Municipalities which is the official organization of towns and cities 
of my State with 350 members, of which I am vice president; and our national 
organization, the American Municipal Association. 

Public housing and urban renewal are of vital interest to the cities of my 
State, and we were dealt a severe blow by the President’s veto of this bill 
which would make possible the continuation of these growth and development 
programs on a more adequate basis. 

Contrary to general opinion, public housing is well established in North 
Caroline in that there are 20 cities and towns that now have public housing 
authorities; these cities are: Asheville, Charlotte, Concord, Durham, Fayette- 
ville, Goldsboro, Greensboro, High Point, Kinston, Laurinburg, Lumberton, 
New Bern, Raleigh, Rocky Mount, Salisbury, Tarboro, Wilmington, Wilson, and 
Winston-Salem. In addition, the following four cities are in the process of 
making application for public housing units: Apex, Wake Forest, Zebulon, and 
Jacksonville. 

As an indication of the need for this housing the cities of Laurinburg, Dur- 
ham, Goldsboro, and Wilson, which already have public housing, have applied 
for additional housing units which will depend upon the 1959 appropriation 
for housing. In addition, five of the cities with urban renewal programs have 
requested additional public housing units to house persons who will be moved 
as a result of their urban renewal projects. 

Urban renewal is relatively new in North Carolina for the reason that it was 
not until 1957 that the general assembly enacted legislation which would 
permit municipalities to undertake urban renewal programs. In the short 
period of 2 years, there are six major cities in the State which have active 
urban renewal programs; they are Raleigh, Charlotte, Greensboro, Winston- 
Salem, Wilmington, and Fayetteville. All of these cities are now in the process 
of redeveloping blighted areas. 

To demonstrate the need for urban renewal, the U.S. census indicates that 
within the 31 cities in North Carolina over 10,000 population, there are 133,000 
subtsandard dwellings. It can be conservatively estimated from the facts set 
forth in the census that there are over 50,000 additional substandard or blighted 
dwellings within the other cities and towns of the State. 

In addition to the six cities with active urban renewal programs, Durham, 
Greenville, Mooresville, and Laurinburg have either filed applications or are in 
the process of filing applications for Federal assistance to activate urban re 
newal projects. The success of these projects for which applications are to be 
filed will depend upon a Federal grant program approved by Congress in 1959. 
There is considerable interest by other cities in urban renewal and the regional 
office of HHFA in Atlanta has met with or sent information to more than 12 
additional cities which range in size from the town of Salemburg, population 435, 
to the city of High Point, population of over 39,000. 

In my own city of Raleigh there are many vigorous forces at work to make it a 
better place in which to live. The newest of these is urban renewal. Urban re 
newal in the opinion of our. citizens offers unprecedented opportunity for the im- 
provement of housing and business conditions and the community at large is 
heartily in favor of it. Last December approval was given Raleigh’s first applica- 
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tion for urban renewal advance planning funds. Already the redevelopment 
commission is in the final stages of preparation of a redevelopment plan for one 
of the city’s most blighted areas, and this fall it is expected the redevelopment 
plan will be ready for approval by our community. There are at least five other 
severely blighted areas needing corrective measures the urban renewal program 
can provide. It is the intention of our governing body to put to full use and on 
a permanent basis the tool of urban renewal for combating the slum problem. 

Statistically, it has been shown something must be done in all six of the slum 
areas for the families, white and nonwhite, who live in conditions we should be 
ashamed to admit exist in a city otherwise so blessed. In the urban renewal area 
now under study, the crime rate is 914 times city average; fire calls 4 times; and 
VD cases 5% times. There is lack of proper bathing facilities, few heated bath- 
rooms, considerable deficiencies in plumbing, and much evidence of unsanitary 
practice. Streets are narrow, unpaved, and there are no parks or playgrounds. 
Commercial and industrial uses have encroached upon residential areas so it is 
unsafe as a residential area, yet private enterprise can do nothing because the 
area covers 50 acres—too large for any one person or any one group of interests 
tohandle. Blight and environmental deficiencies are apparent at every turn, and 
living conditions in general are pretty deplorable. 

Our citizens recognize the need. They have indicated their willingness to sup- 
port any reasonable program of urban renewal as a means of improving housing 
conditions. Our only hope is that in the face of a growing population and in- 
creasing demand for decent, safe, and sanitary housing, our leaders here in Wash- 
ington do not become shortsighted in their appraisal of the urgent housing re- 
quirements of Raleigh and other cities of the Nation. It has been said urban 
renewal, through its power to stimulate and generate major investments by private 
enterprise, is turning out to be one of the most spectacular wealth-producing pro- 
grams in the history of our Nation. In Raleigh we expect no great financial boom 
to result from our efforts in the field of urban renewal, but we do think our citizens 
will respond favorably to the challenge of redevelopment of blighted areas and 
thereby our city will be benefited. 

We look upon urban renewal not as another governmentally subsidized pro- 
gram, but as an opportunity to help ourselves. Providing city services to slum 
areas is costly and becomes more of a tax burden each year. It is believed cor- 
rective measures must be taken and taken now. An ounce of prevention, in 
human values as well as tax dollars, surely must be worth a pound of cure. We 
owe our best efforts to the families and children of slum areas who are the suf- 
ferers. The city of Raleigh can’t go it alone, but with the help of adequate hous- 
ing legislation, we will not pass the opportunity by. 

We respectfully urge you to keep the public housing and renewal programs alive 
with this bill so that our communities, through these programs, may blot out 
blight and environmental deficiencies that mar their beauty and prevent their 


orderly growth and development. 

Senator SparKMAN. Next is Hon. Frank P. Zeidler, mayor of Mil- 
waukee, accompanied by Mr. Saul Ackerman, the urban renewal 
coordinator. 


If you gentlemen will come around, we would be glad to have your 
statement. 


Senator Proxmire, I should have asked you to make the presentation. 
You can do it now. 

Senator Proxmrre. Please sit down, Mayor Zeidler and Mr. Acker- 
man. 

I want to say I am very proud to have a chance to introduce these 
two very distinguished gentlemen. I think Mayor Zeidler does not 
need this kind of introduction to this committee, but in Wisconsin we 
are very proud of the fine record the mayor has in housing, under 
extremely difficult circumstances. 

_ Furthermore, I would like to say in conclusion that I think there 

1s nobody, perhaps, who is in a better position to explain housing, 

even to this committee, because Mayor Zeidler, among his other accom- 

plishments, is rewriting Shakespeare in modern English, making it 
43777—59——17 
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simple and clear for members of his family and an increasing audi- 
ence, and I am sure he will doa fine job here. 

Senator SparKMAN. We are glad to have you, Mayor Zeidler. As 
a matter of fact, if I remember correctly, you appeared before a sub- 
committee of the Joint Economic Committee a few years ago, and 
I remember one thing I was very much impressed with, and that 
was your own city housing program. You do have one separate and 
apart, do you not? 


STATEMENT OF FRANK P. ZEIDLER, MAYOR; AND SAUL ACKER- 
MAN, URBAN RENEWAL COORDINATOR, MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


Mr. Zerpter. Yes, we did. 

Senator SparkMaNn. You say you did. Does that mean it has been 
done away with, merged, or what ? 

Mr. ZEIDLER. No; ‘it has continued in existence, and it is making 
money for the housing authority that is managing it. However, most 
of our housing is now with Federal assistance. 

Senator Sparkman. But even back in the early days, you started 
out on a program of your own that was somewhat similar or, at 
least, I will say analogous to the program of public housing; is that 
right ? 

“Mr. Zerier. Y es, Senator. We produced about 1,000 homes, using 
city funds entirely. We put one-third of the cost of the homes down 
with city funds, and borrowed two-thirds, and that is a program 
that is now about 10 years old. And the project pays full taxes to 
the city. This is a unique project. 

However, each succeeding project has been different. 

Senator CLark. Mayor, would it be fair to say you have gone about 
as far as you can go in financing things with local funds? 

Mr. Zewier. Yes. I would like to make a comment on that. Pos- 
sibly we could go a tiny bit further, but the fact is that it would be 
very difficult for us to carry any kind of an urban renewal program 
out with our own funds. 

Senator SparKMAN. You may proceed. 

Mr. Zeer. I want to first express my thanks to Senator Proxmire 
for his introduction of me. I can remember Senator Proxmire when 
he was covering the State House as a journalist in Madison, Wis., and 
he already gave promise, by his understanding of State affairs, that he 
was capable of serving in the most. distinguished legislative body in 
the United States. 

And I am happy to be appearing again before Senator Sparkman. 
He perhaps does not remember the many times that I have spoken 
before committees that he represented. 

Senator SparkMAn. I think I do, every time. 

Mr. Zewier. Well, I am flattered. 

Senator SparKMAN. We are glad to have you again. 


Mr. Zerwier. I want to make a brief statement, and I do not have it j 


duplicated. 

There is sitting next to me Mr. Saul Ackerman who is attached to 
my staff, and who is urban renewal coordinator of the city of Milwau- 
kee. It may be that if you ask me some difficult question of numbers 
or technology I will have to call upon him for a reply 
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But my name is Frank P. Zeidler, and I am mayor of the city of 
Milwaukee, which is a position I have held since 1948. I want to be 
recorded as having favored the passage of S. 57, the bill providing for 
a housing program for the Nation. | 

It is also my hope that S. 57 or a bill with adequate provisions for 
funds for urban renewal and housing will be passed. 

Like many others, I was disappointed in the President’s veto of 
S. 57. The impression gained from the message, that improved hous- 
ing for low-income families, elderly people, and students, is extrav- 
agant and inflationary, in my opinion is most unfortunte. I cannot 
comprehend how the creation of such good capital assets as good hous- 
ing is a dilution of the Nation’s wealth. On the contrary, the true 
wealth of the Nation is to be found in its homes and the buildings of 
industry and commerce, and all the related structures which are neces- 
sary to sustain the life of the people of this Nation. 

I have brought with me some pictures of an area in Milwaukee near 
a park called “Carver Park.” If the committee or its staff has time, I 
wish they would look at these pictures of old homes in this area, and 
then judge whether the replacement of these homes through urban 
renewal or public housing is extravagant and inflationary, and a 
diminution of the capital assets of the Nation. 

I wish you would look at these photographs while I am speaking, 
and you will get some visual ideas of what is needed. 

I believe the President’s veto has hurt his party by creating a con- 
cept that the party cares very little for the housing needs of the 
crowded city dweller and the low-paid industrial worker, whose ef- 
forts are needed to help create the industrial and military might of 
this Nation. 

I do not think that this impression of his party is a true and correct 
one, for I recall having heard the late Senator Taft on several occa- 
sions speak of the need for adequate housing for the people of the 
United States. 

No one wants inflation, but it is scarcely inflationary to rebuild the 
decaying and uneconomic industrial cities of the United States so 
that they possess new health and vigor. 

I am aaa ashamed to show the committee the pictures of the 
Carver Park area. These pictures show the dilapidation of the build- 
ing and the untidiness around the houses. This has occurred despite 
the fact that Milwaukee has one of the stiffest building codes in the 
United States, and a housing code that is as strictly and rigorously 
enforced as anywhere in the Nation, and has an excellently admin- 
istered system of sanitation. Despite all these tools, the city cannot 
keep areas from becoming blighted, and only Federal assistance for 
urban renewal and public housing can eradicate these conditions. 

The blighted conditions shown in these pictures are due in part. to 
absentee ownership and exploitation of property by landlords. Part 
of the condition is due to problem families who cannot manage their 
affairs properly, and have bad habits or characteristics. Some of the 
ae is due to the city’s inability to enforce its codes, because, 

espite a substantial expenditure for code inspectors, the inspectors 
cannot cover all the territory as frequently and effectively as they 
should. Part of the blight comes from a condemnation law on 
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blighted structures which is not strong enough, and which we have 
been unsuccessful in changing in the State legislature. 

But mostly the problem i is due to the fact that many people have 
incomes too low to afford decent shelter; and that they are living in 
buildings which have exceeded the useful life of the materials in the 
building, and there is no way for these people to get other quarters 
or to tear the buildings down and pay for new ones on the same site. 

In Milwaukee, owing to defects in the State constitution and to 
harassing lawsuits, the city has been able to clear by blight elimina- 
tion and urban renewal only about an average of one block a year in 
the last 10 years, out of perhaps more than 6,000 total blocks in the 
entire city. We ought to be clearing out at least 30 blocks a year to 
deal with the accumulated blight. 

Our code enforcement and enforced demolition of perhaps a thou- 
sand structures a year has been of great aid to us, but not enough, and 
we are losing the fight against blight. 

In Wisconsin, the cities need both a workable State law for urban 
renewal, and Federal aid. We have neither now. And the Presi- 
dent’s veto of the housing bill was another obstacle which appeared 
to us. I hope that it is overcome by prevailing on the President 
himself to change his views toward the needs of the people for better 
houses. 

One last comment I should like to make is on the unused reserva- 
tions for public housing. The reason I believe these reservations are 
unused is because they ; are unusable. The cost limitations on public 
housing, high as they may be per unit, are too low to permit the city 
to buy property at. court-set. values, to clear the site and rebuild, even 
under minimum standards. The only way to employ such funds is 
by overcrowding the land worse than before, and making a new slum 
with higher densities. Any housing bill of the future should remedy 
this situation. 

I express my hope that a fully adequate housing bill containing 
the necessary provisions for urban renewal and public housing will 
be passed at an early date. It is inevitable that such a bill will come 
into existence, and it is my hope the administration will enthusiasti- 

cally join in with the passage of such a bill. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Mayor Zeidler. 

Senator Capehart just had to leave, and asked me to tell you that 
he has an engagement he has to go to and regrets having to leave. 

As a matter of fact, we usually recess about this time, but: we have 
only two more witnesses, and if you are willing to stay with me, we 
will go on through and finish. 

Mr. Zewier. Mr. Chairman, may I also indicate that I am repre- 
senting the League of Wisconsin Municipalities, and I have a letter 
from the executive director of the league, Mr. Ed Johnson, of Madi- 
son, Wis., which I would like to file. 

Senator SparkMAN. We would be very glad to have that. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 
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LEAGUE OF WISCONSIN MUNICIPALITIES, 
Madison, Wis., July 21, 1959. 
Mayor FRANK P. ZEIDLER, 
City of Milwaukee, Wis. 
Care of American Municipal Association, 
Washington, D.C. 


DearR MAyor ZEIDLER: I wish you would convey to the members of the Senate 
committee holding hearings on the housing bill the desires of the members of the 
League of Wisconsin Municipalities that housing legislation be enacted this 
session. The league’s 488 city and village members have long supported an 
adequate housing and urban renewal program. If the decay of our cities is to 
be arrested, it is essential that the Federal Government provide adequate funds 
for housing and urban renewal programs since cities and villages cannot finance 
such programs within their own tax resources. 

Your cooperation in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
Ep JOHNSON, Executive Director. 

Senator Crark. May I just ask the same question of Mayor Zeidler ? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Crark. Mayor Zeidler, we have a difficult problem in this 
committee, which is whether to try to write a new housing bill starting 
at the end of July, with the session at least approaching a close, or 
to recommend to the Senate that an effort be made to override the 
veto. It is possible that we might have to do both. 

I wonder what your recommendation would be, and that of the 
League of Wisconsin Municipalities, as to whether S. 57 is a sufli- 
ciently reasonable bill and the President’s veto message sufficiently 
unconvincing so that we should recommend to the Senate that an ef- 
fort be made to override. 

Mr. Zemuer. Senator Clark, I would analyze the problem in this 
way: I believe that the President’s message has a degree of effect. if 
you do not know the background of the bill. I have read Senator 
Sparkman’s comments on the particular bill, and it is my feeling that 
there must be a considerable amount of explanation in addition, on the 
floor of the Senate, as to why this message is not a completely correct 
statement of this bill. 

I believe, therefore, that if I were in the position of a Senator— 
and this is a great presumption—it would be necessary to explain that 
this bill was not extravagant and not inflationary, and that an attempt 
should be made to override it; for the total impression of this veto 
is that all housing and all renewal is inflationary, and the subtleties 
of the message are lost in the total pattern created by the headlines. 

In the event this is not successful, you will have to write a new 
housing bill, so I say something must be done to erase the inipression 
that good housing and urban renewal are inflationary and extrav- 
agant. 

Senator Cxrark. It is your impression that the first attempt should 
be to override? 

Mr. Zerpier. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Proxmire. 

Senator Proxmrre. No questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mayor, and Mr. Ackerman. 
Do you have anything to add, Mr. Ackerman ! 

Mr. AckerMAN. No, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you. 
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Next is the Honorable Ben West, the mayor of Nashville, Tenn., 
and, if I remember correctly, formerly president of the mayors’ 
conference. 

Mr. West. The American Municipal Association. 

Senator SparkMaANn. We are very glad to have you, and you may 
proceed in your own way. You have been before us many times, and 
we are always glad to see you. 


STATEMENT OF BEN WEST, MAYOR, NASHVILLE, TENN., 
AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. West. Senator Sparkman and gentlemen, I am Ben West, 
mayor of Nashville, Tenn., representing the American Municipal 
Association, of which I was president several years ago. 

With the various forms of assistance provided under the several 
housing acts previously enacted by the U.S. Government, my city of 
Nashville, Tenn., has been able to make good progress toward the 
goals of clearing away our slums and providing decent housing within 
the means of our families. Slum clearance and the adequate provision 
of good housing, both public and private, for my city have been sub- 
stantial contributors to our industrial growth, the renaissance and re- 
vitalization of our central business district, and the conservation and 
advancement of our human resources. 

Our accomplishments under the several Federal housing acts are 
represented by 10 low-rent housing projects, located on former slum 
sites, which provide accommodations for 4,503 families, by the clear- 
ance of nearly 100 acres of slum property in our central business dis- 
trict, and its redevelopment for new business establishments and gov- 
ernmental structures—and let me invite everyone within the sound 
of my voice to come and see that beautiful project, which is completed— 
and the building of 34.912 homes by private enterprise, largely with 
the assistance of the Federal Housing Administration. 

Now with Federal assistance we are commencing a large-scale urban 
renewal project which will clear away about 500 more acres of slums, 
and which will upgrade and redo about 1,500 acres of obsolescing 
residential area. 

Although we have made substantial progress, much remains to be 
done. My city, like many others, is engaged in a struggle to save it- 
self. Centrifugal forces of urban development have led to the crea- 
tion of an unincorporated population surrounding our city which is as 
large as that within the incorporated area. While the city is the heart 
economically of the urban area, the neglect and indifference of past 
years caused it to become rundown and obsolescent while the newer and 
more attractive developments took place in the unincorporated area. 
At the same time the increase in population and the growth of business 
and industry in the entire metropolitan area have placed an increased 
demand upon the incorporated city for additional municipal services; 
yet our sources of revenue with which to provide those services are 
being almost completely used by other taxing jurisdictions. Presently, 
we are struggling to maintain our existing municipal services and we 
lack the financial means with which to continue our progress and to 
provide for our future needs. 
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Nashville needs the continuing assistance of the programs included 
in S. 57, the proposed Housing Act of 1959, which was vetoed. We 
need the availability of public housing to provide relocation housing 
for the low-income families displaced by expressways and other 
public construction. We need the provisions of FHA sections 220 and 
221 to help us provide private enterprise housing in connection with 
our urban renewal program. We need the financial assistance pro- 
vided through the urban renewal provisions of the proposed act, 
whereby we may continue our efforts to improve our city and to make 
it a substantial contributor to our country’s commercial and indus- 
trial development and to enable us to produce a healthy and intelligent 
population. 

I would like to call the attention of the committee to one section 
of the veto message of the distinguished President of the United States, 
where he states: 


As it is, the local cash contribution has averaged only about 14 percent of 
the cost of acquiring and preparing a project site for development. S. 57 would 
reduce such contributions even further. 

Mr. Chairman, as Captain Henry used to say on the “Showboat” 
program, “That’s only the beginning.” 

In my city it ismy judgment that we will contribute over 50 percent 
of the cost of the entire project, and I notice some other figures nation- 
wide give an average of about 36 percent. 

Senator SparkMAN. Of course, Mayor West, may I interject this 
thought at that point: This message is rather cleverly written. You 
have noticed that, have you not ? 

Mr. West. Yes, sir. 

Senator SPARKMAN. You will notice the message says 

Mr. West. I should say I would hope it would have been as cleverly 
read. 

Senator Sparkman. The tragic part about it is that people out over 
the country who read it fail to catch the full significance of things that 
are omitted from this message. 

For instance, here it says: 





As it is, the local cash contribution has averaged only about 14 percent. 


He says nothing about all the other contributions you have to make 
which cost the taxpayers money. Is that not true? 

Mr. West. Yes, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator SparkMANn. And, of course, when I say “the taxpayer,” 
I mean the local taxpayer. It is a part of their contribution just 
as much as if it had been paid in hard cash at that time, is it not? 

Mr. West. Yes. The message also states: 

The way the bill is written a few large cities, by making early applica- 
tion, could tie up all the funds available under the urban renewal program. 

So, ergo, we are not going to have any, because some of the large 
cities are going to tie it up. 

Senator SpAaRKMAN. You were not here yesterday, were you? 

Mr. West. No. 

Senator Sparkman. I think I can tell you that that was pretty 
well expunged from the record yesterday, or certainly corrected, 
because the administration itself acknowledged that there are 136 
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cities with applications in already, amounting to $272 million, that 
would be taken care of before any other city could get in. 

Therefore, that statement just does not convey the truth. 

Mr. West. It suggests discrimination against our smaller cities 
in Tennessee, and we are blessed with a multitude of smaller cities 
in Tennessee, and some 130 of them have had applications in for 
some time. 

So we do not think that our smaller cities will be discriminated 
against if this program is properly administered. 

“Senator CLark. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SpPARKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator Criark. I think the record is clear, Mayor West, that, of 
the something like 400 cities which are presently participating in 
the urban renewal program, the very large majority of them have 
populations of 50,000 or less, and a good many of them have popula- 
tions of 25,000 or less. 

So certainly nobody could say that the President’s message told 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth. 

Mr. West. Mr. Chairman, the things here in Washington that are 
so depressing to municipal administrators are things such as I stated, 
like the veto of S. 57, the urban renewal program, and the erroneous 
assumptions showing a glaring lack of knowledge of the actualities; 
the innuendo that the cities are going to be cut out of the highway 
program because it is more expensive and maybe a little more dif- 
ficult to grab hold of the problems in the cities. Of course, that is 
where the need is for the highways. 

And there was the airport bill veto of some time ago, with the 
suggestion that airports are the responsibilities of local governments. 

There was the creation of commissions to shift Federal functions 
back to the States. Of course, the Federal Government would not 
have been in those functions to begin with if the States had assumed 
their responsibilities. 

And there was the suggestion that the Federal Government was 
going to give up a lot of taxes and turn them back to the States for 
these functions. And I know from my travels throughout the coun- 
try and talking to municipal officials in States all over, they are 
unanimously agreed that every State legislature is rural dominated 
and rural controlled. 

I gave some figures a few moments ago before another committee 
which I would like to give to this committee. We have not had any 
reapportionment in Tennessee for over half a century, although the 
State constitution demands it. One county in Tennessee has a direct 
representative in the legislature, with 3,948 persons, 4.739 pigs, 8,611 
cows. And taking pigs, cows, and persons all together, the pigs and 
cows are much better represented in our State legislature from that 
county than the human beings in Nashville, Tenn. 

And to show the committee what is needed in one city, just an aver- 
age, medium-sized city in this country, let me show you this map. 

The darker areas show the bad housing in my city. The green 
shows the Interstate Highway System. The areas designated here 
with a black line are six urban renewal areas that we need badly to 
get into, that we have not touched. 
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Here is the second largest urban renewal project in the United 
States, the East Nashville urban renewal area, bisected by the express- 
way of the Interstate System. 

And we need very, very much to get into these other areas. Obso- 
lescence is spreading, and if we are going to save our cities, we are 
going to have to roll up our sleeves and go to work. 

I wanted to show that to this committee. Nashville is just a mod- 
erate-sized city, as the distinguished chairman knows. We would 
like to show that as a sort of typical need. 

Senator Crark. Mayor West, let us put in the record the actual 
size of Nashville. 

Mr. West. It is 180,000. 

Senator SparkMAN. Mayor, I think that map is rather illustrative 
of a point that we must keep in mind. We have been talking about 
how many of these families are going to be displaced by the 
Interstate Highway System, and I think this is a fact that people 
out over the country generally do not recognize yet. It is just more 
or less natural, in going through a city with one of those roads, to 
pick out the blighted area to go through; is it not? 

Mr. West. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is demonstrated in your map there as to 
how it is being done in the city of Nashville. 

Mr. West. Yes, sir. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Therefore, there is a high percentage of fami- 
lies that will require assistance in being replaced. 

Mr. West. Yes, sir; we are already into that program. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Mr. West. And we are moving fast. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Ciark. Mayor, would you recommend to this committee 
that we recommend to the Senate an effort be made to override the 
veto? 

Mr. West. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparRKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. We are always glad 
to have you. 

Mr. West. Thank you, sir. 

Senator SpARKMAN. We haveastatement from Herbert J. Bingham, 
of the Tennessee Municipal League, for inclusion in the record. We 
will insert it at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT J. BINGHAM, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, TENNESSEE MUNICIPAL 
LEAGUE 


I am Herbert J. Bingham, of Nashville, Tenn., executive secretary of the 
Tennessee Municipal League. 

The league, which is the official organization of the incorporated municipalities 
of Tennessee, takes the position that President Eisenhower’s veto of S. 57, the 
housing bill of 1959, was unwise. The veto is a matter of great concern to the 
municipal leadership of Tennessee and to thousands of other thoughtful persons 
in our State who see in it a real constitutional crisis. 

The President apparently is determined to pursue his unrealistic and unwork- 
able theory of State responsibility, and Federal irresponsibility, in the field of 
urban renewal and public housing. There is ample evidence that if the Federal 
Government withdraws or severely curtails its support of urban renewal and 
public housing, as the President has proposed, the States lack the resources and 
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the inclination to fill the breach. The cities and towns do not have the financial 
resources. 

Failure of this legislation will collapse the great program of slum clearance 
and public housing, and municipal planning, in Tennessee. Our municipalities, 
large and small, have acted vigorously in cooperation with the Federal Govern- 
ment to eradicate slums and blight and to provide decent housing for unfortunate 
persons who cannot provide for themselves. Tennessee municipalities have been 
allotted $65,016,000 of Federal urban renewal grants, and have additional projects 
ready to commence when funds are available. Tennessee municipalities have 
more than 17,000 dwellings completed or under construction in the public housing 
program, in every congressional district of the State. These are minimum pro- 
grams, attempting to meet only the most urgent needs. 

Another consideration is that failure of this legislation will effectively halt 
work on urban links of the Federal Defense and Interstate Highway System. 
This program involves expenditure of some $500 million in Tennessee’s major 
cities alone. The urban routings usually are through areas of substandard 
housing and deteriorating commercial and industrial buildings. In Chattanooga, 
to cite only one example, the expressway route rights-of-way, and a related 
urban renewal project, necessitated destroying the homes of about 800 families 
who were so poverty stricken that they had to be relocated in low-rent public 
housing. 

The cities cannot, and the States cannot or will not, provide the housing which 
would be available under the provisions of 8S. 57. The low-income families who 
require public housing when their homes are destroyed cannot be thrown out 
into the streets—and they will not be. The unfortunate result of the failure of 
housing legislation would be an inevitable spreading of the social and economic 
eancer of slums and blight, and a fatal blow at the most desperately needed 
urban segments of the Interstate Highway System. 

It now appears that the Congress has the sole responsibility to protect the 
towns and cities of the Nation from the unrealistic attitude of the President 
which would hinder and handicap urban progress for many years to come. This 
is not a partisan issue. It transcends narrow political loyalties and offers each 
Member of Congress an opportunity to take his stand on the side of what is 
right and necessary for the people of America. 


Senator Sparkman. Mr. Bruce Rockwell, representing Mayor Dick 
Batterton, of Denver, Colo., is next. Mr. Rockwell, I understand you 
are chairman of the Urban Renewal Commission in Denver. 

Mr. Rockwe.u. Yes. 

Senator SparkMAn. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator SparKMAN. You may proceed, Mr. Rockwell. 


STATEMENT OF BRUCE M. ROCKWELL, CHAIRMAN, URBAN 
RENEWAL COMMISSION, DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. Rockwetu. My name is Bruce M. Rockwell. I am chairman of 
the Urban Renewal Authority of the city and county of Denver, 
Colo. The authority is a corporate body established under the urban 
renewal law of the State of Colorado which was passed in February 
1958. The authority is made up of 11 commissioners, 3 being ap- 
pointed each year by the mayor of Denver for a term of 5 years. 
was elected chairman of the authority by the 10 other commissioners. 
None of the commissioners, including myself, receive any compensa- 
tion for their services. My vocation is banking, and I serve as vice 
president of the Colorado National Bank in Denver. 

I appear before you today representing our new mayor, Richard Y. 
Batterton. He was sorry not to be here, but he just assumed office. 

I also represent the Colorado Municipal League. They have asked 
me to convey to your committee that they subscribe to the position of 
the American Municipal Association. 
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In the interest of brevity and emphasis, I would like, if I may, Mr. 
Chairman, to depart from my prepared text. 

Senator SpARKMAN. You treat it as you see fit. 

Mr. Rockwetu. Thank you, Senator Sparkman. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Your entire statement wil] be printed in the 
record. 

Mr. Rockwetu. We in the newer western cities of America like 
Denver are very fortunate. We are not old enough or congested enough 
to have experienced what, up until very recent years, our senior sister 
cities of the East have come to take for granted—the awesome spread 
of blight and slums which consume mile upon mile of urban land- 
scape. 

Fortunate though we may be in this respect, all western cities have 
small, ever-increasing pockets of slums which we, too, have learned 
to tolerate. But, more important, we have sizable areas which are 
deteriorating rapidly, and which, left unattended, will become the 
bedrock slums of the future. 

We are beginning to open our eyes to the opportunity we have to 
rid western cities of our slums by not letting them happen. The dol- 
lars we spend today in remedial treatment will save many dollars 
tomorrow. 

Incidentally, on that score, our third project is a million and a half 
dollar project. It is a rehabilitation project. We estimate if that 
area had to be totally cleared, maybe 10 years from now, it would be 
a $614 million project. 

The inspired, far-reaching, and workable Federal housing and 
urban renewal program gave us hope we could have cities in the West 
completely devoid of slums, cities which provide all our citizens with 
good, sound housing, within a relatively few years. 

This is our program and our objective. But it can only be accom- 
plished if adequate funds from the State, local, and Federal levels 
can be made available. 

The shock of the veto of the housing bill was also felt out as far 
west as Denver. We were dismayed at the charge that the bill was 
extravagant and inflationary. It seemed to us it had been trimmed 
back already to the irreducible minimum to keep the wheels of urban 
renewal turning in cities throughout the Nation. 

We are fearful that we are still breeding slums at a faster rate than 
our meager efforts enable us to eliminate them. After yesterday’s 
hearings, I am more convinced than ever that S. 57 is neither exces- 
sive nor inflationary. We believe that an amount at least equal to 
that provided for in S. 57 should be made available for urban renewal. 

I wish to address myself to one specific point, if I may, Senator 
Sparkman, having to do with the question of retroactive local grants- 
in-aid credits, which were treated within yesterday’s hearing briefly. 

As you know, section 413 of the Housing Act of 1959 permits cities 
to claim as local grants-in-aid credit the cost of facilities and im- 
provements which were commenced not more than 5 years prior to 
the authorization for the loan and grant for a project. In his veto 
message, the President took exception to this provision. 

Yesterday, Mr. Mason and Mr. Walker reiterated the administra- 
tion’s opposition to this provision. In their testimony, these gentle- 
men opposed the provision, chiefly on the grounds that it would be 
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difficult to administer, and sec ‘ondarily on the basis that it would 
reduce the cities’ cash participation in urban renewal. 

The principle of allowing local credits seems to be well established 
and accepted. The HHF A has full authority to allow or disallow 
these credits on the basis of the direct benefit to the project area. 
Why should it be so difficult to determine by administrative regula- 
tion whether or not an improvement which was constructed 5 years 
ago or later does or does not directly benefit a project ? 

These improvements, of importance enough to consider for urban 
renewal purposes, were contracted for or completed or accepted on 
certain specific dates. Let the city establish this evidence. 

But more important is the question of principle. In Denver, we 
were late in getting started with an urban renewal program, but we 
long ago learned how to build schools. Since 1946 we have built 
about $100 million worth of new schools in Denver. Over $5 million 
of this amount was used to build new schools in clearly blighted 
areas of the city. These new schools have been, and will continue to 
be, a source of new spirit for the areas in which they were constructed. 
They obviously are of direct benefit to these areas, and would be so 
considered in any urban renewal plan of the area enjoying Federal 
participation. 

Are not these schools, built as recently as 5 years ago, as great an 
assets to their area as a school which is to be built a year or 2 years 
from now? Should cities which have previously recognized at least 
part of their obligation to create a new character and environment 
for a blighted area by construction of new schools be penalized as 
compared with a city which only now is building those new schools? 

We submit that as long as there is established justification for al- 
lowing credit for these local improvements, there is no logical rea- 
soning which could deny credits for improvements made in the recent 
past which directly benefit the blighted area concerned. 

We feel this to be a most important provision as far as Denver is 
concerned. 

The plea that cities should carry more of their share of urban 
renewal implies that cities are doing little in terms of cash outlay 
to put their own houses in order. Since 1945 the city and county 
of Denver, a city of about 550,000, has obligated itself to an amount 
exceeding $239 million in bond issues to finance public improvements, 
including water and schools. Certainly, no one would consider this 
a puny contribution by the people of our city to their own self-im- 
provement. And we can point to similar records throughout the cities 
of Colorado. 

We sincerely urge that the Congress of the United States pass legis- 
lation this year which will provide us with an adequate housing pro- 
gram to carry on this most important work. 

I appreciate very much having the opportunity to appear before 
the committee. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you very much. We appreciate your 
appearance. 

Senator Clark ? 

Senator Crark. Mr. Rockwell, I want to commend you for your 
strong, and I think logical and very able, defense of the 5-year retro- 
active provision in S. 57. I think you have brought out more clearly 
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than any witness I have heard the real equity of that, and the in- 
justice of the criticism of the veto message. 

Let me ask you this: Would you suggest that this committee rec- 
ommend to the Senate that an attempt be made to override the Presi- 
dent’s veto ? 

Mr. Rockwe.y. I would indeed. 

Senator Crark. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, Mr. Rockwell. 

Mr. Rockweti. Thank you very much. 

Senator Sparkman. At this point I submit for the record the resolu- 
tion adopted by the 1959 Annual Conference of Mayors at Los Angeles, 
and also a resolution adopted by the Board of City Commissioners 
of the City of Fargo, N. Dak. 

(Mr. Rockwell’s prepared statement and other material follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Bruce M. ROCKWELL, CHAIRMAN, URBAN RENEWAL AUTHORITY, 
DENVER, COL. 


My name is Bruce M. Rockwell, I am chairman of the Urban Renewal Author- 
ity of the City and County of Denver, Colo. The authority is a corporate body 
established under the urban renewal law of the State of Colorado which was 
passed in February 1958. The authority is made up of 11 commissioners, 3 be- 
ing appointed each year by the mayor of Denver for a term of 5 years. I was 
elected chairman of the authority by the 10 other commissioners. None of the 
commissioners, including myself, receive any compensation for their services. 
My vocation is banking and I serve as vice president of the Colorado National 
Bank in Denver. 

I appear before you today at the specific request of Mayor Richard Y. Batter- 
ton. Consequently, I represent the administration as well as the Urban Re- 
newal Authority of the City and County of Denver. On behalf of Mayor Batter- 
ton and the Denver Urban Renewal Authority, I wish to thank this committee for 
the opportunity of presenting these statements to you. 


INTRODUCTION 


Denver, like hundreds of other American cities, needs Federal assistance to 
rid itself of the economic and social liabilities of slums and blight—both resi- 
dential and commercial. We believe that the proposed Housing Act of 1959, 
would provide the assistance to urban renewal which is sorely needed without 
jeopardizing the economy of the country or creating undue inflationary pres- 
sures. Nor do we believe that the section of the act pertaining to urban renewal 
usurps the rights or freedoms of private enterprise. In fact, we believe that 
urban renewal provides an excellent vehicle whereby government—both Fed- 
eral and local—can join with private enterprise to eliminate slums and blight 
and provide a means for the private builder to build decent housing and attrac- 
tive commercial developments at a profit. Local government in turn benefits 
from the elimination of costly services and social ills that are associated with 
slums and blighted areas. The city also realizes a substantial economic return 
from tax revenues that are associated with sound neighborhoods, and pros- 
perous commercial developments. 

It has been implied that the Housing Act of 1959 as passed by Congress is 
discriminatory and unfair in favor of the big city and the big developer. We 
do not believe that urban renewal is a program only for the big city and the 
big businessman. We do not deny that up to this time much of the urban 
renewal work has been done in our larger communities and much redevelop- 
ment has been done by the larger corporations. We believe that this was a 
natural trend that could be expected in the early years of a program of this 
type. It is only natural that the small city and the small businessman would 
proceed with caution and would be slower to launch into a program where 
there were many uncertainties and unanswered questions. There is evidence 
to show that more smaller cities and more modest developers are getting into 
the urban renewal business. This is a good trend for the country as a whole 
and should be encouraged. Certainly one of the best and most logical ways of 
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encouragement would be continued substantial Federal aid as set forth in 
the Housing Act of 1959. 

Denver, like many of our new western cities, was slow in taking advantage 
of the assistance afforded by the Federal urban renewal laws. We can be 
criticized for our delays, yet we can also see the reasons for it. The eastern 
and midwestern cities which are 100 to 200 years older than the western cities 
were desperately looking for solutions to their problems of slums and blight 
that were plaguing them for many years. We, in the newer western cities in 
our shortsighted complacency, did not realize until a few years ago that the 
way to eliminate slums was to stop them from happening. We suddenly be- 
‘ame aware that although we did not have the mile after mile of canyonlike 
tenements of the eastern cities, here and there we had small pockets of slums 
and larger areas of blight which needed the curative action afforded by urban 
renewal. By the time this realization was transmitted into action the older 
cities had their urban renewal programs well under way. 

We have no excuses for our delays but can only make a plea that our 
actions were not unnatural and that many communities are slow in being 
alerted to their slum and blight problems until they are shocked into action. 

When a city such as Denver recognizes the need for the drastic surgery of 
redevelopment to eliminate the cancerous growth of slums and the preventive 
action of rehabilitation and conservation to stop the growth of blight, we 
believe that the Federal Government should join with us in the urban renewal 
program to bring this about. 

LOCAL GRANTS 


Section 413 of the Housing Act of 1959 would permit cities to claim local 
grants-in-aid in the financing of their urban renewal projects, the cost of con- 
struction of facilities and improvements which were commenced not more than 
5 years prior to the authorization by the Housing Administrator of a contract 
for loan and capital grant for a project. This has been referred to as “retro- 
active credits.” The argument has been made that the local cash contributions 
to date in urban renewal projects in the Nation have averaged about 14 percent 
of the cost of acquiring and preparing a project site for development, and that 
the application of retroactive credit features of S. 57 would reduce such con- 
tributions even further. We believe that this argument is not valid when one 
looks at the broad objectives of the urban renewal program. In defining a 
city’s workable program for urban renewal, the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency itself says such a program “is concerned not only with treating sore 
spots that blight have already produced, but also with preserving and protecting 
the community as a whole against the threat of blight.””’ We believe that any 
public works which contribute to the elimination or retardation of blight should 
be considered as a part of the urban renewal program. It should be borne in 
mind that the amount of public improvements such as street improvements, 
schools, and similar facilities which can be constructed in depressed areas of 
the city are extremely limited. Furthermore, the amount of local grant-in-aid 
credits which a city can now claim under existing laws is extremely limited 
by rules and regulations of the Housing Administrator. The processing of 
application and planning forms is also slowed by regulations, detailed reports, 
and other retarding conditions. In the meantime, a city may be doing many 
things directly or indirectly which can be regarded as renewing an area; the 
construction of a new building to replace an ancient, dilapidated firetrap; 
enlargement or improvement of a neighborhood park; the resurfacing of alleys 
and streets. The fact that these are not specifically labeled “urban renewal” 
in no way lessens the fact that they are, in fact, urban renewal and do require 
the expenditure of local tax money. Not to be able to claim credit for public 
works already completed severely penalizes the city that has faced its responsi- 
bilities in this area and benefits the city that delays its public improvements 
program to fit them into its urban renewal program. 

Unfortunately, the development of urban renewal project applications and 
urban renewal plans often cannot keep pace with the many local public improve 
ments in areas that can qualify as urban renewal project areas. It is for this 
reason that we believe every consideration should be given to keeping section 
413 as written in the Housing Act of 1959 to enable cities to claim nonecash local 
grant-in-aid credits for public works which were constructed within a 5-year 
period prior to a loan and grant contract. In many cities the outcome of this 
decision means the difference between a vigorous: and effective urban renewal 
program with adequate financial support or a program weakened or nonexistent 
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because of inadequate funds. To a city like Denver with pockets of slum 
scattered through the older parts of the city, this would be of great assistance 
to our total program. 

Within the past 5 years the Denver taxpayers have paid for the construction 
of schools in blighted and slum areas totaling nearly $5.8 million of which 
$4.5 million could be claimed as noncash local grants-in-aid. This amount, 
coupled with cash grants from the city and matching grants on a two-thirds 
to one-third basis from the Federal Government would help us materially in 
wiping out slums and blight in our depressed residential areas. 

To those of us living in cities where slums do not have their stifling grip 
on massive areas of the community, the complete elimination of slums and blight 
by a vigorous urban renewal program is a reality and not a dream. The public 
expenditures and human suffering that can be saved now by a vigorous, well 
financed, urban renewal program are immeasurable. Each year that such a 
program is delayed will multiply the eventual cost in money, both local and 
Federal, and the immeasurable cost in human suffering by tenfold. It is for 
this reason we earnestly request that every logical, just and fair method of 
making Federal aid available to the cities be considered in Federal housing 
legislation. We believe that the allowance of local grants-in-aid credits on a 
5-year retroactive basis is fair and just and will result in immeasurable savings 
to the Federal Government as well as the local communities. 


URBAN RENEWAL AREAS INVOLVING COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES 


Many cities have urban universities located in slum or blighted areas. These 
institutions have and are continuing to make valuable cultural and educational 
contributions to the community. The continued operations and maintenance of 
these institutions under the stifling conditions of slums and blight around them 
are often intolerable. Many of these universities and colleges are making a 
valiant effort to combat these conditions through land acquisition, new building 
construction and the renovation of old buildings. In Denver the University of 
Denver is contributing to the improvement of a blighted area near our civic cen- 
ter with the construction of a new $1 million law school; yet, additional urban 
renewal work is needed in the area surrounding the new building to protect 
property values and stabilize the neighborhood. 

The University of Colorado has purchased and renovated the old Denver 
Tramway Building in lower downtown Denver at a cost of nearly $1 million to 
provide extension services to the people of Denver. Although the university 
plans to expend additional money on improvements of its facilities, the sur- 
rounding neighborhood requires a complete urban renewal program to protect 
it from the encroachment of blight. It is for this reason and similar situations 
in numerous other American cities that we believe recognition should be given 
to the money now being expended by urban colleges and universities by making 
available Federal matching funds to assist in financing urban renewal programs 
in these areas as proposed in section 112 of the act. 


NONRESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT 


Although slums and blight are commonly associated with residential areas, 
cities are fast coming to the realization that great economic losses as well as 
human suffering are associated with their central downtown areas and their 
“skid rows.” This was recognized in section 110(c) of the Housing Act of 
1949 which permitted 10 percent of the Federal moneys appropriated for urban 
renewal purposes to be expended in nonresidential redevelopment. Unfortu- 
nately, this money was rapidly committed in capital grant reservations for a few 
communities. Many cities with severe central area problems were left with no 
Federal assistance to carry on urban renewal in these areas. The Housing Act 
of 1959 recognizes this problem and increases the allowable funds to 20 percent 
of the aggregate amount of grants authorized by the act. 

Denver’s “lower downtown” is the oldest part of the city and is severely 
deteriorated and blighted in spite of the fact that it has a high potential for 
sound commercial development. This fact is recognized by many of the business 
leaders who are seriously studying the possibilities of organizing a private 
redevelopment corporation financed with nonpublic funds. However, such pri- 
vate endeavor must be linked with Government financed urban renewal activity 
Within the downtown area. To do this Federal moneys must be available that are 
hot restricted by a “predominantly residential” requirement. Denver is not 
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the only city that faces this problem. It is for this reason that we urge earnest 
consideration be given to supporting legislation such as set forth in section 
412 of the Housing Act of 1959 which would permit 20 percent of the Federal 
funds to be used to finance urban renewal projects in nonresidential areas. 


RELOCATION PAYMENTS 


Time does not permit a complete discussion of all phases of the urban renewal 
section of the Housing Act of 1959. We do urge the consideration of the increase 
in relocation payments as set forth in the act. One of the keystones to a success- 
ful urban renewal program is the proper relocation of families and businesses 
from the redeveloped areas. The proposed relocation payment of $200 per 
family and $3,000 per business can easily be justified from the standpoint of the 
human side of urban renewal. 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S PARTICIPATION IN URBAN RENEWAL 


It has been said that the proposal of $900 million for urban renewal in a 
2-year period is excessive and that the cities’ share of costs should be in- 
creased. It may be trite to say “the longer we wait, the more it will cost” but 
this is certainly true for urban renewal. The old American cities have found 
that they cannot delay their slum clearance much longer or they will flounder, 
economically as well as socially, in a morass of slums and blight. The Federal 
Government cannot say this is the cities’ problems alone, especially with the 
continuing usurpation of the cities’ taxing authority by the Federal Government 
and the States. The Federal Government must continue to assist the cities in 
fighting this battle which we, who are working at it every day, know we are 
rapidly losing . The costs of slums and blight don’t stop at the city tax office 
alone, but are eventually felt at the Federal level. Cities have recognized this 
problem as evidenced by the backlog of requests for capital grant reservations 
for urban renewal programs. The term “excessive cost” is a relative one that 
cannot be thought of only in terms of outlay by the Federal Treasury, but which 
must take into consideration the excessive costs of keeping slums and their 
human suffering in a community. 


, 


CITIES’ PARTICIPATION IN URBAN RENEWAL 

The plea that the cities should carry more of their share of the cost implies 
that the cities are doing little in cash outlay to support urban renewal. We, 
in turn, argue that this depends upon whether one looks at urban renewal in the 
broadest perspective. Denver is within $13 million of its permissible bonded 
indebtedness under the terms of its charter and soon may be within only $3 
million of our limit. Since 1945 the city of Denver has obligated itself to an 
amount exceeding $239 million in bond issues to finance public improvements 
including water and schools. During this time population has increased 141 
percent and budget expenditures to provide essential services and facilities have 
increased 415 percent. To finance these improvements, assessed values have 
been increased by 264 percent and the mill levy has been increased by 142 percent. 
Certainly, a city which has a record such as this cannot be accused of not 
earrying its share of the load in public improvements which we contend are, in 
the broadest sense, urban renewal. 


URBAN PLANNING 


Coming from a State which has few cities of a size that can support adequate 
planning departments, we believe section 701(a) would encourage urban renewal 
programs in our smaller cities. This section would permit communities of less 
than 50,000 population to use the services of State planning agencies for planning 
their urban renewal projects. The State planning agencies, in turn, could 
avail themselves of planning grants as set forth in this section of the Housing 
Act. We, in Colorado, urge the adoption of section 418 of the Housing Act of 
1959 which would make such grants available to State planning agencies. 
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BoarRD oF City COMMISSONERS, FARGO, 8. DAK. 
RESOLUTION 


Commissioner Hagen moved the adoption of the following resolution: 

“Be it resolved by the Board of City Commissioners of the City of Fargo, N. 
Dak. ; that: 

“Whereas, Mayor Lashkowitz having presented to the Fargo Urban Renewal 
Agency the matter of President Eisenhower’s veto of the housing bill of 1959 
and the serious consequences stemming from such unfortunate veto; and 

“Whereas pursuant to the request of Mayor Lashkowitz, the following resolu- 
tion was presented and adopted by the city of Fargo Urban Renewal Agency: 

“Resolution recommended that the Congress of the United States override the 
President’s veto of the housing bill 

“*Be it resolved by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Fargo Urban 
Renewal Agency, That 

**Whereas it has been called to our attention that the President of the United 
States recently vetoed the 1959 housing bill passed by the Congress of the 
United States; and 

“Whereas it is our understanding that the bill vetoed by the President was 
a compromise bill; and 

“*Whereas this commission is of the opinion that the federally aided urban re- 
newal program is of vital importance to the cities throughout the United States; 
and 

“*Whereas at the present time hundreds of applications are being held by 
the Federal Government pending favorable action toward the adoption of a new 
housing bill that will provide funds for urban renewal; and 

“*Whereas municipalities in the State of North Dakota together with the city 
of Fargo are interested in participating in the federally aided urban renewal 
program ; and 

“*Whereas this commission is unanimously of the opinion that the citizens 
of the city of Fargo are benefiting from the carrying out of the North Dakota 
R-1 urban renewal project: Now, therefore be it 

“*Resolved by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Fargo Urban Re- 
newal Agency, That we do hereby recommend to the Senators and Congressmen 
from the State of North Dakota and to the entire Congress of the United States 
that they override the President’s veto of the 1959 housing bill: Be it further 

“*Resolved, That this board of commissioners does hereby recommend to the 
board of commissioners of the city of Fargo, that they adopt a similar resolu- 
tion: Be it further 

“‘Resolved, by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Fargo Urban Re- 
newal Agency, That we do hereby direct the executive director to forward copies 
of this resolution to the North Dakota congressional representatives and to the 
board of commissioners of the city of Fargo.’ 

Now, therefore be it 


“Resolved, That the Board of City Commissioners of the City of Fargo, N. Dak.. 
does hereby concur in the above resolution, recommending that the Congress of 
the United States override the President’s veto of the 1959 housing bill as con- 
tained herein : Be it further 

“Resolved, That Mayor Lashkowitz be entrusted to write each member of the 
North Dakota congressional delegation, apprising them of the wishes of the 
board of city commissioners, and requesting that they take action to override 
the President’s veto of the 1959 housing bill: Be it further 

“Resolved, That this resolution be spread upon the permanent minutes of the 
Board of City Commissioners of the City of Fargo, N. Dak.” 

Second by Markey. On the vote being taken on the question of the adoption 
of the resolution, Commissioners Hagen, Lewis, Markey, and Lashkowitz all 
voted aye. 

Absent and not voting : Commissioner McCannel. 

The president declared the resolution to have been duly passed and adopted. 

Mayor HerRsScHEL LASHKOWITzZ, 
President of the Board of City Commissioners of the City of Fargo, N. Dak. 
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CERTIFICATE OF CITY AUDITORS 


STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 
County of Cass ss: 


I, Wm. G. Johnson, do hereby certify that I am the duly appointed, qualified 
and acting city auditor of the city of Fargo, N. Dak.; and 

That the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by 
the Board of City Commissioners of the City of Fargo at the regular meeting 
of the board held on Tuesday, July 14, 1959; and 

That such resolution is now a part of the permaent records of the city of 
Fargo, N. Dak., as such records are filed in the office of the city auditor. 

[SEAL] Wma. G. JOHNSON, 

City Auditor of the City of Fargo, N. Dak. 


UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAyors RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY 1959 ANNUAL 
CONFERENCE JULY 15, 1959 


URBAN RENEWAL 


Whereas the redevelopment of the blighted and deteriorating sections of 
American cities is vital to the welfare and prosperity of the entire Nation; and 

Whereas two-thirds of the people of the Nation live in metropolitan areas; and 

Whereas approximately 400 cities throughout the country have undertaken or 
are planning redevelopment programs to meet the challenging needs for housing, 
community facilities, commerce, and industry ; and 

Whereas the domestic expenditure of the Federal Government for assistance 
to and development of cities of our country have failed to recognize that ours 
is now an urban civilization ; and 

Whereas a survey of the mayors of the United States conducted in January 
1959, demonstrated that $600 million in Federal grants annually over the next 
10 years is urgently needed in urban renewal activities ; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States approved a minimum program, 
S. 57, to provide $900 million for fiscal years 1960 and 1961 in Federal urban 
renewal grants, as Well as extension of the FHA insurance program for private 
housing and a needed extension of public housing ; and 

Whereas the President of the United States vetoed S. 57 in a message which in 
effect gave a totally distorted picture of the bill and its consequences; and 

Whereas a so-called compromise proposal, H.R. 8181 and H.R. 8190, has been 
introduced in the House by administration spokesmen which would authorize 
the amount originally proposed by the President in January, namely $600 million 
in urban renewal grants over the next 2 years, provides for no public housing and 
would subject all urban renewal projects to prior appropriation by the Congress 
thus making impossible any advance planinng by the cities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the United States Conference of Mayors, That the Congress of 
the United States hold public hearings on the President’s veto of S. 57 and the 
imperative need for urban renewal and housing legislation, and further, that 
the Congress insist that any extension of guarantees to the private housing 
market also include the minimum program for urban renewal and public housing 
set forth in 8.57 as previously approved by the Congress. 


Senator SparkMAN. We have received telegrams from Mayor Han- 
sen, of Tacoma, Wash., and City Manager Orr, of Portland, Maine, 
which will be inserted in the record. 

(The telegrams referred to follow :) 

TACOMA, WASH., July 24, 1959. 


Senator HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


At Friday’s Senate hearings on vetoed housing bill please express Tacoma’s 
vital concern for enactment of adequate urban renewal legislation. Break- 
down in Tacoma’s renewal program will result unless financial assistance is 
continued. 

Mayor BEN HANSEN. 
City Manager Davip RowLanps. 


(An identical telegram was sent to Senator Magnuson. ) 
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PORTLAND, MAINE, July 22, 1959. 
Senator EpMUND MUSKIE: 


Washington, D.C.: 


The city of Portland is vitally interested in the passage of a housing bill 
which will have adequate provisions for the continuation of the urban renewal 
program. We urge you to continue your support of these provisions as con- 
tained in S. 57. We would like to have our position included in the record 
of the hearings of the Housing Subcommittee. 


JULIAN H. Ork, City Manager. 


Senator SparKMAN. We have a number of letters and telegrams 
from municipalities on this subject. This would be an appropriate 


place to put them in the record, together with any of a similar nature 
that may be received. 


(The letters and telegrams referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF J. HAROLD GRADY, MAYor, BALTIMORE, Mb. 


Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, as mayor of the city of Balti- 
more, Md., and on behalf of the people of my city, I feel it my duty to call 
your attention to the important of enacting S. 57 into law. 

You will note that I say “S. 57,” not “ a housing bill,” but S. 57, as passed by 
both Houses of Congress. This is a compromise bill, the work of men who, 
looking to the welfare of the Nation, and having gaged accurately the intensity 
of the forces that opposed them, decided that it was the best that could be ac- 
complished at this time. But beyond a certain point compromise becomes vacil- 
lation, an admission that the original premise is not worth defending. Further- 
more, it is extremely difficult to compromise with zero, and the number of zeros 
(or holes, if you prefer) in the President’s recommended substitute are very 
apparent. I cite: 


Public housing 


alah a a a es ea, 0 
nnn UNITE UNINC  eta aahas aw caiin ei eteimembwee 0 
Ieee ennnn > NNO OO ea co ais 0 
INO RCP ha cede cetacean Seach 0 
FNMA cooperative housing purchase mortgages________________________ 0 


I think that the figuring that produced the public housing zero is especially 

unique. Because public housing is amortized over 40 years, 40 years of sub- 
sidy have been rolled into one total that makes the financial obligation of this 
bill seem staggering. With this kind of projecton, even the pencils bought by 
a large and thriving office could appear to be an untenable expense. Fur- 
thermore, without a highly sensitized crystal ball, it is impossible to predict just 
what the subsidy will be 40 years, or even 10 years hence. 
I will not go into the need for the 45,000 units of public housing included in 
$8.57. This has been eloquently stated by many other people and organizations. 
Suffice it to say that applications from nearly 400 cities for 57,500 units are now 
in the hands of the Public Housing Administration and that Administration 
sources state that 250,000 families will be displaced by urban renewal and other 
governmental action within a 3-year period and that about one-half of these 
families would be eligible for public housing. 

Now I come to the urban r 
fiscal 1960 and $400 million for 1961. The administration has termed this 
amount excessive and has cut the total for the 2 years to $600 million. 

It would seem that this is a case where the statesmen must look to the 
statisticians if they are to arrive at just and equitable decisions and not resort 
to arbitrary slashing. The statisticians show that pending applications in the 
Urban Renewal Administration now total $272,192,572. Applications ready to 
be submitted immediately, according to the American Municipal Association and 
the U.S. conference of mayors, amount to another $238 million, making a total 
of more than $510 million. 

A look at the list of cities that have submitted applications for urban renewal 
applications shows a wide range of locality, size, and economic orientation—indi- 
cation of the nationwide faith in the urban renewal program. Let me name 
just a few—Florence, Ala.; Coos Bay, Oreg.; Newark, N.J.: Cleveland, Ohio; 
southwest Fargo, N.Dak.; Buffalo, N.Y.; Troy, N.J.; Bluefield, W. Va.; Waco, 
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Tex. You may notice that this rolleall includes a number of small cities. This 
emphasis is deliberate, in order to answer the statement of an administration 
spokesman that S. 57 discriminates against small cities. Here again those 
statisticians come up with an interesting figure. One-half of all the cities now 
receving aid are cities of less than 25,000 population. 

So much for the vital statistics of urban renewal. Now I come to the heart 
of the program. Speaking for my own city, I can say that acceptance of this 
program, willingness to participate in it, faith in which it can achieve, cut across 
political, income, racial, and religious boundaries. Our citizens voted a $35 
million loan for urban renewal last November. The business community is 
backing the program with generous expenditures. The smaller landlord and 
realtor are ready to do the repair and remodeling that will rescue their property 
from obsolescence. 

At the present time Baltimore has applications for title I capital grant con- 
tract authorizations pending with the Urban Renewal Administration in the 
amount of $4,045,357. If S. 57 is enacted into law, our local program has 
advanced to the point where we would submit applications to URA in the amount 
of approximately $11 million within the next 6 months. 

Part of this effort is, of course, a matter of civic pride and public spirit. 
Another part is a buckling down to harsh economic realities. We know that 
our city is ailing, burdened, an unblendable mixture of progress and outmoded 
facilities. We know that urban values are declining, and with them tax reve- 
nues. We know that too many people are relieving their urban headaches by 
abandoning the city, taking their badly needed tax dollars with them. Aid 
we know that it is not good economy—in fact, not any kind of economy—to sit by 
and watch this happen. This is why urban renewal has been so widely accepted 
and acclaimed. And I venture to say that Baltimore’s situation is duplicated 
many times throughout the country. 

Urban renewal derives a good part of its effectiveness from the fact that 
it is extensive in scope, requiring elaborate and long-range planning. It is 
impossible to proceed with any degree of assurance when at any moment the 
means to carry out the program can be cut off at their source. The failure 
of 1958 housing legislation made serious inroads into our program. We were 
forced to hold up entirely on one very important industrial redevelopment area 
and revamp and revise downward a project for an urgently needed expansion of 
the University of Maryland’s city campus. Another legislative failure in 1959 
could have even more disastrous effects, as planning has advanced during the 
past year, a greater investment of time and money has been made, and we are 
ready to swing into action on a number of projects. 

There is another zero in the President’s recommended substitute for S. 
that I find rather tragic. This is the omission of any provision for loans for 
housing of the elderly. This seems to me not only an inhumane approach to 
the problems of our older citizens, but also an unrealistic one. 

Finally, I come to the charge that S. 57 is inflationary. Again, our friends 
the statisticians have some interesting figures to offer. The national budget is 
approximately $77 billion. The bill would increase the budget by approximately 
$24 million or about 0.030 percent of the total. This seems to me a tiny per- 
centage on which to have such an overwhelming charge. 

S. 57 is a good bill and deserves to be passed. The people of this country, 
trying their best to revive and renew their cities, deserve S. 57. 


57 


STATEMENT OF ELLIE F.. MARTIN, MAYOR OF FLORENCE, ALA. 
OUR URBAN RENEWAL PROGRAM MUST HAVE ADEQUATE FUNDS 


I submit this statement in support of the provisions of S. 57, as recently passed 
by the two Houses of Congress, but which bill has been vetoed by the President. 
I urge that the President’s veto be overridden. I do so as the head of my 
own city and as a spokesman of the Alabama League of Municipalities on this 
matter. The league is the State association of 255 town and city governments 
representing 98.7 percent of the municipal population of Alabama. 

Our urban renewal and slum clearance program is at the crossroads. It is 
a fundamental public policy question on which Congress as the policymaking 
and lawmaking branch of the Government must make a final decision. Either 
we move forward with progress in the direction of eliminating blighted areas 
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of our towns and cities—or we go backward and wait for decay and slums to eat 
out the local communities. 

Happily both Houses of Congress have shown a willingness—even an eager- 
ness—to make this decision and to make it a noteworthy and progressive step. 
The provisions of S. 57 are the result of a “give and take” attitude of the two 
Houses of Congress. The bill represents the minimum program this country 
should have for the next 2 years in this very important legislative and policy 
field. 

The bill before you for restudy stresses two fundamentals. First we must 
provide adequate funds to get the job of urban renewal done. Our cities are 
just too hard pressed financially to raise the necessary funds themselves. Unless 
the Federal grant program continues on an effective scale, we will never even 
scratch the surface in eliminating our cancerous slum problem. 


Program must also have continuity 


The second fundamental truth is that to be successful the slum clearance 
program must have continuity. These vast programs of slum clearance and 
urban renewal require planning and an orderly process of rational development. 
They cannot succeed on a stop-and-start basis. The bill before you—S. 57— 
as agreed upon by the two Houses of Congress does not give us the long range 
support guarantee that we want, but it is a good enough start to insure that 
Congress will be impressed 2 years hence with the importance of continuing 
support of it—and we can do some effective planning for future projects based 
on the view that since Congress in 1959 did this good a job we can expect con- 
tinued legislative authority to finish the job in future years. In other words, 
I think if you override the President’s veto now that we shall eventually achieve 
a final result which will provide necessary continuity and ample program 
funds. 





The President has been poorly advised 


I am delighted that both Houses rejected outright earlier this year the ad- 
ministration’s proposal to reduce the Federal contribution from two-thirds to 
one-half. I can think of no single item better calculated to stop the urban re- 
newal program in its tracks. 

I can only conclude that the President’s advisers have misled him. Anyone 
at all cognizant with the facts of life of municipal finance knows that we have 
no further tax resources available to us. If our cities are forced to put up a 
larger share under the urban renewal program, the progam will die and our 
slums will gradually engulf us all. 

I am pleased to see that S. 57 contains a number of important and perfecting 
amendments which will make the urban renewal program more workable. 
Frankly, gentlemen, it is a horror of bureaucratic redtape at the present time. 
The dead hand of Federal bureaucracy has slowed progress to a snail’s pace 
and I am hopeful that S. 57 will get faster results from Washington. 

I am hopeful, too, that the Congress will continue to search for ways to make 
better financing programs aVailable in order to encourage the rehabilitation of 
existing dwellings. One of the great unsolved problems we face is how to pre- 
vent the constant slide of neighborhoods into a stage of blight and deterioration. 

Iam convinced that the Congress is demonstrating the courage and drive which 
we must never relinquish if we are ever to rid our cities of slums and blighted 
areas. Our greatest enemies are the timid and half-hearted proponents of half 
measures. We must brush them aside and approach the future with a con- 
fident, vigorous, and expanding urban renewal program. I believe S. 57 repre- 
sents a good start in the right direction. 


How Alabama communities have gone for program 


’ You gentlement will no doubt be interested in the fact that Alabama munic- 
Ipalities have taken a leading role in urban renewal since the enactment of 
the Housing Act of 1949. Mobile and Montgomery started planning activities 
for slum clearance projects in 1950. Birmingham and Florence in 1951, and 
Gadsden initiated two projects in 1952. To date, acting through their housing 
authorities, 19 Alabama cities have received advances of funds for the plan- 
hing of 30 urban renewal projects. For these 30 projects, a total of $1,091,090 
in planning advances has been approved and $14,581,805 in capital grant reserva- 
tions has been made available. Alabama has more urban renewal projects in 
actual execution (23) than any other Southern State. The Hare project in 
Auburn enjoys the distinction of being the first urban renewal project in the 
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South to be completed and closed out, and Florence’s Handy Heights project and 
Birmingham’s medical center should be closed out by August 15 of this year. 

I am not going to take up more of your time to read the statistics, but I 
have listed them here for the record and you may see the extent to which we 
have gone in using the advantages of this wonderful program. 

The following is a breakdown of the 30 projects by congressional districts: 
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Our cities participate in workable program 

Alabama towns and cities were quick to grasp the “workable program for urban 
renewal” concept and have utilized the workable program as a guide for sound 
community development both in the present and for the future. As of January 
15, 1959, 68 Alabama communities had workable programs in effect, or sub- 
mitted for approval. The distribution by congressional districts follows: 


Workable 

Congressional district: programs 
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Use of section 221 housing in State 


Section 221 is a mortgage insurance program of the Federal Government under 
a special section of the National Housing Act to help private industry provide 
low-cost relocation housing for sale or rent, through new or existing construction. 
The program authorizes liberal terms for private financing of low-cost relocation 
housing for eligible displaced families and offers attractive opportunities for 
builders and lenders to participate in this undertaking. Twenty-one Alabama 
communities now have section 221 mortgage insurance approved. As of October 
31, 1958, this represented more section 221 cities than any other southeastern 
State. A breakdown by congressional districts follows: 
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STATEMENT OF FRANK SIKES, MAyor, LUVERNE, ALA. 
THE LOW-RENT HOUSING PROGRAM IS VITAL TO COMMUNITY GROWTH 


I submit this statement on behalf of my own city (population just under 3,000) 
and for the Alabama League of Municipalities—our statewide association of 255 
towns and cities that make up 98.7 percent of the total municipal population of 
Alabama. We strongly support S. 57 as a reasonable approach to the solution 
of the housing and urban renewal problem now facing the Nation’s towns and 
cities. We also recommend that the Congress override the President’s veto of 
this very vital legislation. 

In supporting S. 57 we want to emphasize Alabama’s need for public housing 
and then delve into the reasons why an expansion of the program is necessary. 
I would like to say that the member cities and towns of the Alabama League of 
Municipalities appreciate—in fact we are proud of—the support the Congress 
has this year given to the low-rent public housing program and urban renewal 
through the years. It is largely by virtue of your interest and support that these 
programs have moved forward. I predict that Alabama will be second among 
all States in the Nation in the number of localities participating in the public 
housing program before the end of this year. We had 125 towns participating 
on January 1, compared to 112 municipalities at the close of 1957. (Georgia 
is first with 197 towns and cities enrolled and Texas was second at last account 
on January 1 with 130 communities. ) 

The need for more public housing in Alabama is twofold. First, there is the 
normal or voluntary need. This is supported by the number of applications 
that may be expected from municipalities which have public housing and will 
require more units such Demopolis and Opp, for example, and communities such 
as Clanton, Atmore, and Flomaton, which have applied, Or are expected to 
apply, for public housing for the first time. 


Enforced need for public housing 


Second, there is the enforced need. This need is imperative. You are familiar, 
of course, with the necessity for public housing to house families displaced by 
urban renewal. In Alabama and the Southeast 75 percent of all families to be 
displaced by urban renewal will be eligible on an income basis for public housing. 
(See testimony of Walter E. Keyes, regional administrator, Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, before Housing Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency, Mobile, Ala., December 30-31, 1957, p. 9.) 

I am told that estimates given the Housing Subcommittees of the Senate and 
House disclose that half of the families to be displaced by urban renewal in 
the United States are within the public housing income brackets. We are con- 
vinced that we cannot have urban renewal without public housing, because the 
Housing Act makes it mandatory that standard housing accommodations must 
be provided for families to be relocated under the urban renewal program. 
We could, of course, have urban renewal for a time. Time, it has been said, is 
the servant of all bureaucrats. We can plan and plan and file a carload of 
blueprints. But there will come a day when the families will have to move 
and their homes will be razed. I hope to be around at that time. 

But let’s forget urban renewal for a minute. That subject will be discussed 
more fully by another mayor from my State in a statement filed with your com- 
mittee. There is a need that is more compelling. That need is for the rehousing 
of families displaced by the new highway program. The law does not require 
the rehousing in standard homes of families displaced by superhighways and 
expressways. It is the moral obligation of the cities, and that is all. Highway 
construction is let to contractors. Time is money to the contractors. They are 
going to move in with their bulldozers and roadbuilding equipment on schedule. 
They aren’t in the housing business. These superhighways are going to uproot 
thousands of families in Alabama. There is no surplus of housing in any city 
in our State. Some of the families perhaps can buy homes under section 221, 
but those on the public housing income level have neither the credit nor the 
income to buy a section 221 house. They do well to feed and clothe their families. 


Housing for low-income families 


Gentlemen, the average annual net income of families moving into public 
housing in the United States during 1958, I believe, was only $2,138. In the 
Southeast the average annual net income for the same period was $1,988. 
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We must have public housing ready for them, even if the law doesn’t require it, 
because it is the right thing to do and because there is no other way they can be 
rehoused. 

Let me cite an example of preparedness for this highway program. The 
Housing Authority of the city of Mobile in my State has applied for an addi- 
tional 2,180 low-rent public housing dwellings to rehouse families to be displaced 
by the new highway program. Mobile has 3,776 low-rent housing dwellings 
already in operation. Mobile also has an urban renewal program and in time 
will undoubtedly need more units because of urban renewal pressure. Birming- 
ham has 4,262 public housing dwellings in operation or under construction and 
has an additional 1,500 dwellings reserved. Mayor Jimmy Morgan tells us that 
he hopes these 1,500 units will be enough to take care of the low-income families 
to be displaced by highway construction. Birmingham also has an urban renewal 
program. Montgomery has 2,049 public housing homes in operation and a back- 
log of only 72 reserved. They will probably need additional units as forerunners 
to the highway building. Again there is no estimate of the number that will 
be required for urban renewal. 


Status of program as of January 1, 1959 

Our organization prepared and forwarded to our State’s congressional dele 
gation earlier this year an official summary of the status of the low-rent public 
housing program in Alabama as of January 1. This summary showed that there 
was a backlog of 2,610 dwellings in the progrm reservation stage and 16 munici- 
palities have recently applied and were awaiting program reservations. The 
units reserved represent the voluntary reservation reservoir and do not include 
at 2.180 Mobile has requested. The State has an additional 3,118 units under 
annual contributions contract and awaiting construction, while 19,918 dwellings 
are currently in operation or under construction in the State. 

Gentlemen, few things have happened in our cities that have meant as much as 
the low-rent public housing program. Public housing has given families an op- 
portunity to live comfortably and to rear their children with due regard for pri- 
vacy and decency because overcrowding of families is not permitted. We think 
that it is doing the job it is supposed to do. These homes are assets in our com- 
munities to which the people point with pride. We, too, would like to find some 
alternative for the housing of low-income families but we know there is no alter- 
native. It hasn’t been found in 20 years and you know and we know that we 
aren’t likely to find a substitute for a sound subsidized program. We appeal to 
you to continue your support of an adequate public housing program in the in- 
terest of our growing communities and their low income families. We hope that 
you will conclude that the national interest demands that the President’s ill- 
advised veto of S. 57 must be overridden. 


TOWN OF PARRISH, 
Parish, Ala., July 1959. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Str: We would like to urge you to override housing bill, S. 57 over the 
President’s veto. 
Our town is now depending on this bill in order to complete our low-rent 
housing program. 
Very truly yours, 
R. G. WaALprop, Mayor. 


City OF READING, PA., 
July 22,1959. 
Mr. Harry R. Berrers, 
Erecutive Director, 
Conference of Mayors, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Bettrers: This letter is submitted in support of the position of the 
officers of your conference in calling for the repassage of S. 57, the urban 
renewal, slum clearance, and housing bill. 

The provisions of 8S. 57 would have made possible the successful completion 
of our two urban renewal projects in progress, which are closely linked to the 
planning revitalization of the center of our city. In addition, it would have 
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made possible a third project now on the drawing boards, which is an integral 
part of a long-range program for urban improvement. 

As a reminder of the important benefits attainable from urban renewal in 
Reading, we can point to our recently completed Walnut Street project; a 
blighted area was cleared for an important offstreet parking facility which is not 
only widely used, but also enhances its surrounding area. 

It is therefore apparent that the veto of S. 57 be overridden if we are to 
successfully continue in coordinating the planned improvement of our city with 
the objectives of the urban renewal program. 

Very truly yours, 


DANIEL F. McDevitt, Mayor. 





READING, Pa., Crry Councit RESOLUTION 219 


Whereas the city of Reading has made great progress in eliminating slum 
areas and creating sorely needed offstreet parking areas under the Federal urban 
renewal program ; and 

Whereas two redevelopment projects are now underway as a result of Federal 
participation ; and 

Whereas another important project of 102 housing units for our elderly citizens 
is in the planning stage and depends upon Federal assistance for its completion ; 
and 

Whereas the Federal urban renewal program offers to our city and others 
throughout America genuine relief from the blight and strangulation that has 
impeded the progress of many municipalities; and 

Whereas despite this great need President Dwight D. Eisenhower has seen fit 
to veto urban renewal and housing legislation enacted by duly elected representa- 
tives of the people in Congress and thereby has jeopardized future modernization 
of our population centers, including Reading: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the City Council of Reading, That we call upon our representatives 
in Congress to override the Presidential veto and thus insure a continuity of plan- 
ning so that our cities may continue to nourish our industrial, commercial, social 
and cultural life ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Hon. Joseph S. Clark and 
Hon. Hugh Scott, U.S. Senators from Pennsylvania, and Hon. George M. Rhodes, 
Member of the House of Representatives from Reading and Berks County. 

Passed council July 29, 1959. 

DANIEL F.. McDevitt, Mayor. 
Attest: 


SAMUEL H. ROTHERMEL, City Clerk. 





SEATTLE, WASH., July 22, 1959. 
Hon. WARREN MAGNUSON, 


U.S. Senator from Washington 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Understand Senate will have hearing on vetoed housing bill July 24. In behalf 
of Washington municipalities express hope that some kind of adequate housing 
and urban renewal legislation will pass this session. Your assistance in behalf 
of sound measure and at hearing greatly appreciated. 

CHESTER BIESEN, 
Executive secretary, Association of Washington Cities. 


City oF ASBURY PARK, 
Asbury Park, N.J., July 28, 1959. 
Hon. Ciirrorp P. CAsE, 

U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: We are asking you, at this time, to exert every effort to over- 
ride President Eisenhower’s veto of Senate bill No. 57. 

Our local housing authority has pending an application for additional housing 
units for our senior citizens—low-income housing. In our city, we have many 
heedy and qualified “oldsters” who are in dire need of proper housing within 
the limitations of their ability to pay for a place to live. 
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As mayor of the city of Asbury Park, I personally feel that, unless the powers 
of your office are exerted at this time to override Senate bill No. 57, a great 
portion of our senior citizens will be deprived of the opportunity to live in decent, 
safe, and sanitary housing. 

Very truly yours, 
THOMAS F. SHEBELL, Mayor. 


Hovusine AUTHORITY OF THE VILLAGE OF ASBURY PARK, 
WASHINGTON VILLAGE, 
Asbury Park, NJ., July 28, 1959. 
Hon. CiLirFrorD P. CASE, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: We are asking you, at this time, to take what action is neces- 
sary to override President Eisenhower’s veto of Senate bill No. 57. 

Our local authority has pending an application with the Public Housing 
Administration or additional housing units for senior citizens—low-income 
housing. In our area over 700 needy and qualified “oldsters” are in dire need of 
proper housing within the limited financial limitations of their ability to pay for 
a place to live. 

We have planned additional “urban renewal projects” which are mandatory 
and necessary for the continuance of the very life of our city. 

As chairman of the Asbury Park Housing Authority, I personally feel that, 
unless the powers of your office are exerted at this time to override Senate bill 
No. 57, a great portion of our citizens will be deprived of the opportunity to live 
in decent, safe and sanitary housing. 

If we cannot continue to correct the decay and slums of our city, the entire 
structure of our community, as well as other communities, will eventually become 
dormant, blighted and cease to function as thriving communities of the good 
old U.S.A., and we will jeopardize our American way of life and living. 

Your action at this time is most urgent. 

Very truly yours, 


WILLIAM J. SNEIDER, Chairman. 


OFFICE OF THE MAyor, 
Bridgeport, Conn., July 23, 1959. 
The U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAyors, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: Strongly urge the overriding on the President’s veto of S. 57 
known as the housing bill. This program is extremely important to the city 
of Bridgeport since it has had no redevelopment at all. If the city is to survive, 
it needs the program which has been planned and needs only funds to proceed. 

Strongly urge that every effort be made to override the veto. 

Very truly yours, 
S. J. Tepesco, Mayor. 


City oF Lirrie Rock, 
Little Rock, Ark., July 238, 1959. 
The U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 
Washington, D.C. 


XENTLEMEN: I wish to add my support and concurrence to the resolution 
adopted by 1959 annual conference, U.S. Conference of Mayors, July 15, 1959, 
regarding importance of urban renewal and housing legislation and urge Con- 
gress to include the minimum program for urban renewal as set out in 8. 57. 

Very truly yours, 
WERNER C. Knoop, Mayor. 


Crry OF MERIDIAN, 
Meridian, Miss., July 23, 1959. 
Senator JoHn C. STENNIS, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak JoHN: I understand that the Housing Subcommittee on Banking and 
Currency is holding hearings on the President’s veto of S. 57, the urban renewal, 
slum clearance, and housing bill. I am sure you realize that unless the Presi- 
dent’s veto of this legislation is overridden by the Congress the future of the 
slum clearance and the redevelopment program will necessarily be greatly cur- 
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tailed. Many cities will be forced to rearranged programs already begun and 
in all probability will have to abandon many that are on the drawing boards. 
I believe you will readily realize the overall effect this will have on the efforts 
of the various communities to improve blighted areas and raise the living stand- 
ards of the inhabitants of these areas. I also firmly believe that it would be to 
the public interest that you refuse to approve an extension of FHA unless the 
urban renewal and public housing features of S. 57 are included in the same bill. 

You will recall that Congress adjourned last year after having failed to ap- 
prove much needed urban renewal, slum clearance, and housing legislation. 
As a result these programs have been without funds for some several months. 
We sincerely hope this situation will not be further prolonged by failure to enact 
proper legislation before adjournment of the present session. 

With very best personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, your friend. 
J.C. Downey, Mayor. 


City OF WARREN, OHIO, 
Warren, Ohio, July. 28, 1959. 
Tue U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 
1707 H Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

Gentlemen: The city of Warren supports the stand taken by the U.S. Con- 
ference of Mayors on S. 57 and urge every effort be made to bring about the 
passage over the President’s veto. 

Twenty-two counties in northeastern Ohio pay 4 percent of the total Fed- 
eral income tax. These industrial counties are entitled to some consideration in 
urban renewal, slum clearance and housing. 

Sincerely, 
W. C. Bursank, Mayor. 


—_—__—_———_ 


FLORENCE Housing AUTHORITY, 
Florence, Ala., July 24, 1959. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 
Senate Office Building, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: I have today written John Sparkman and I want 
to also write you to urge that the Senate override the President’s veto of the 
1959 housing bill. 

Our city has pending two very important urban renewal projects that cannot 
be approved without a new housing bill which includes additional urban re- 
newal authority. 

Florence, Ala., was one of the first cities to complete a residential reuse slum 
clearance project and we virtually need to continue our program here. 

We urge that every effort be taken to override the President's veto. If a new 
compromise bill is considered, we urge that no FHA money be authorized with- 
out additional urban renewal authority. If our applications are not approved, 
the city’s planning will be greatly upset and our future progress seriously hurt. 

Sincerely yours, 
Kart T. TyreEE, Jr., Executive Director. 





Las Veaas, NEv., July 24, 1959. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLe, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear ALAN: The city of Las Vegas has been advised by the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors that there will be hearings held in the Senate Committee on Banking 
= Currency concerning S. 57, the urban renewal, slum clearance and housing 

ill, 

On behalf of the city of Las Vegas, I would like to urge you to lend your 
Support to this hearing to see if sufficient votes can be determined to override 
the President’s veto or, if the Senate and House do approve the extension of 
the FHA guarantee authority, that it is not done in such a manner as to leave 
out the urban renewal and the public housing as set forth in S. 57. 

To our thinking, this is one of the most important programs the United 
States has had and should continue, and one that benefits more people through- 
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out the United States by helping to clean out the blighted areas, and the 
slums, which tend to grow in any city. 

Realizing that there will be many who say the cost of this program is too 
great, it may mean deficit financing, or adding more money to the national debt— 
a balanced budget and a reduction of the national debt purely, by their very 
nature, make them flag-waving propositions, and that anybody that would be 
against that must be an idiot—but I believe there is much more behind this 
program than just these phrasings can stop, or should be allowed to stop. 

There are many and sundry programs carried out by the Federal Government 
that could be cut down, or eliminated, to make the money available for this 
important program and some of the pamphlets and literature I receive in my 
office from different agencies in the Government on “How to sew on a button”, 
“Make a patch quilt” or “Cook a mutton stew” are the types I am referring to. 

The trend at this time (and has been for some time) is for moving into 
urban areas and I am sure the new census will show that a majority of the 
population will be living in the cities and that without this type of help on the 
overall picture, cities will not be allowed to carry on programs that must be 
earried on to keep the cities of the country up to the standards we expect when 
we go to most any city. 

There are programs of all types carried on by the Government for the people 
in the rural areas, whether they farm their land or withdraw their land, and I 
am not arguing against some of those programs, but there are very few pro- 
grams that are carried on for municipal areas. Not only that, but there are 
some great inequities. Just one I can think of without even trying, is the high- 
way fund program where they collect the taxes from the people within the 
cities for secondary roadfunds but, by law, preclude them from receiving any 
benefits. 

It is my personal and honest opinion that regardless of what the cost is to 
maintain the urban renewal and public housing program, that cost should be 
spent and some of the other programs that are, in my opinion, absolutely a 
free handout, should be trimmed to make the money available for this. 

I would also like, at this time, to reaffirm our position on the resolution that 
was adopted by the 1959 annual conference of mayors. 

Yours very truly, 
Oran K. Gracson, Mayor, City of Las Vegas. 


JULY 24, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN SHERMAN COOPER, 


Senate Building. 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CooPpER: We here at Paducah were quite disappointed when 
President Eisenhower saw fit to veto the housing bill S. 57. 

In the past few months we have found it necessary to annex several urban 
areas fo our city, and the expense which will be incurred by furnishing these 
areas with sewerage, improved streets, and sidewalks has forcefully brought 
to our attention the need of urban renewal for our city. In the past 12 months 
considerable time and moneys have been spent to make our city eligible for Fed- 
eral assistance in urban planning and in urban renewal, and we sincerely en- 
dorse the present efforts that are being put forth to override the President's 
veto. 

In behalf of our city we solicit your efforts to this end, and to see that any 
housing bill that is passed includes the much needed urban renewal, urban plan- 
ning assistance, and public housing. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE Jacoss, Mayor, City of Paducah. 


(An identical letter was sent to Senator Martin.) 
JuLy 24, 1959. 
Hon. FRANK STURBBLEFIELD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR FRANK: From past correspondence I know that you realize that we were 


very disappointed here at Paducah when President Eisenhower saw fit to veto 
the housing bill S. 57. 


May I express our appreciation for the efforts that you have put forth in the 
passage of this bill, and now that consideration is being given by the Senate 
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Committee on Banking and Currency to override this veto, we want you to 
know that we heartily approve this effort and will appreciate your continued 
support. 

Due to the necessity of annexing several urban areas to our city in the past 
few months and the expense that we see will be involved in furnishing these 
areas With sewerage, better streets and sidewalks, it has definitely been brought 
to our attention the need of urban renewal for Paducah, and in our behalf we 
hope that your continued efforts will be toward including urban renewal, urban 
planning assistance, and public housing in any housing bill that is passed. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE JAcoss, Mayor, City of Paducah. 


THE CITy oF PADUCAH, 
State of Kentucky, July 24, 1959. 
Mr. HArry R. BETTERS, 
Executive Director, 
U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
1707 H Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Berrers: We of Paducah are most interested in seeing the passage 
of a housing bill that will include urban renewal, urban planning assistance, 
and public housing features. 

We were quite disappointed in the President’s veto of the housing bill S. 57 
as our city had spent considerable time and moneys in the past 12 months in 
an effort to qualify for urban renewal. 

Atached are copies of our letters to the Senators and the Representative from 
this district. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE JAcosBs, Mayor, City of Paducah. 


City oF SAVANNAH, GA., 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
July 24, 1959. 
Mr. Harry R, BETTERS, 
Ezecutive Director, 
U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
1707 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Betters: This community is cognizant of the grave threat at hand 
resulting in the recent presidential veto of Senate bill 57. This veto has 
virtually eliminated, locally, the expectation of Federal funds for the purpose 
of slum clearance and redevelopment. This city presently has in the planning 
stages, 13 urban renewal projects under a general neighborhood renewal plan, 
11 of which will never materialize without additional Federal capital grant 
reservations. As a result of the failure to pass the housing legislation during 
the last session of Congress, this city has been set back approximately 2 years 
in its anticipated execution of two additional projects. Recent requests for 
certification of additional public housing units are pending upon the passing 
of an adequate housing bill. 

As mayor of this city, I wish to request and endorse the theory that the 
presidential veto should be overridden or a substitute bill be passed with a 
maximum allocation of funds for the purpose of urban renewal and public 
housing. 

Approximately two-thirds of the popultion of these United States live in 
cities. The tremendous increase in city responsibilities is occassioned by the 
shift from rural to urban population. These same people would have received 
agricultural support. Let us at least give them decent places in which to live 
in their quest to earn a living. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. L. MInGLeporr?, Jr., Mayor. 
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SYLacauaa, ALA., July 24, 1959. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Strongly urge support 8. 57. Sincerely hope Senate will override President's 
veto. Sylacauga application $479,100 urban renewal pending with Housing and 
Home Finance Agency. Urgently in need of additional funds available under 
S. 57. Also 250 units public housing pending and urgently needed. Must have 


funds available under S. 57 to go ahead. 
J.P. Dark, Mayor, City of Sylacauga. 





SYLAcAuGA ALA., July 24, 1959. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Sylacauga, Ala., urban renewal program just getting underway. If additional 
funds as promised and would be available under S. 57 are not forthcoming, will 
wreck our future progress and set us back years just as we were beginning. 
Application in amount of $479,100 pending before Housing and Home Finance 
Agency. Also have pending 250 units public housing urgently needed to serve 
our low-income families and aid in displacement of families under proposed 
urban renewal program. Do hope House will override President’s veto of S. 57 
so that Sylacauga may move ahead. 

Dr. FRENCH H. Crappock, Jr., 
Chairman, Sylacauga Housing Authority. 


WINSTON-SALEM, N.C., July 24, 1599. 
Mr. Harry R. BETTERS, 
Erecutive Director, 
The U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. BETTERS: In strongest possible terms I wish to urge that the con- 
ference of mayors take every opportunity to press for passage ofthe urban 
renewal and housing bill, 8. 57. Failure of the Congress to override the Presi- 
dent’s veto of this bill would do drastic damage to Winston-Salem’s carefully 
planned program of slum clearance and systematie urban renewal. 

Winston-Salem has worked faithfully toward fulfilling its ‘‘workable program” 
commitments and is now looking to the Federal Government to make possible a 
10-year urban renewal program covering 606 acres of our Worst slum areas. This 
program would implement our general neighborhood renewal plan approved last 
month by the Urban Renewal Administration—the first GNRP approved in the 
entire southeast region. 

Without Federal aid for acquiring slum property, clearing the structures, re- 
planning and redeveloping the land, and helping to relocate the displaced fami- 
lies, Winston-Salem has no hope of dealing effectively with its problem of 
slums and blight. With Federal aid we will be able to make the land, now 
hopelessly blighted, available for redevelopment by private enterprise. 


Sincerely, 
MARSHALL ©. KURFEES. 


DurHaM, N.C., July 25, 1959. 
Re President’s veto of S. 57, urban renewal, slum clearance, and housing Dill. 


U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 

Washington, D.C. 

(Attention: The Housing Subcommittee of the Senate Committee en Banking and 
Currency ). 

JENTLEMEN: The city of Durham is vitally interested in the overriding of the 
President’s veto on this important matter, which affects the welfare of the 
cities of our Nation. 

The people who live in slum areas are entitled to the same consideration for 
their welfare as people on the farms and in industries. 

Our particular city has a very serious problem in a large area, which must be 
cleared up to protect the health and welfare of the entire community. 

I certainly hope the Senate will vote to override the veto of S. 57 and that you 
will also refuse to approve an extension of FHA unless the urban renewal and 
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public housing features of 8S. 57 are included in the same bill. Last year, you 
recall Congress adjourned without approving this much needed urban renewal 
slum clearance and housing legislation, and the programs have been without 
funds for many, many months. 
Sincerely, 
E. J. EVANS. 


ANNAPOLIS, MD., July 27, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Passage of an adequate urban renewal and low income housing bill this session 
is of utmost importance to Maryland. Appreciate your good efforts to secure 
such passage. 

J. MILLARD TAWEs, Governor. 
CoLuMBUS, OHIO, July 27, 1959. 


Hon. JOHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Urge override President’s veto 8. 57, urban renewal and housing bill. Suffi- 
cient funds essential to continue vital program of slum elimination and to meet 
other housing needs of citizens of Ohio’s capital city and entire Nation. 


M. E. SENSENBRENNER, Mayor. 


(An identical telegram was sent to Senator Fulbright.) 





CounNTY OF HAWAII, July 27, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: We are just launching an urban renewal program 
for the city of Hilo in the county of Hawaii, the second largest city in the 50th 
State. 

Additional federally aided low-rent housing for which the Hawaii Housing 
Authority has a program reservation will be indispensable for the relocation of 
the low-income families who will be displaced by the slum clearance program 
planned as part of the workable program. 

We in Hawaii County urge you to vote to override the President’s veto of 
S. 57 so that our program to improve housing conditions within the city of 
Hilo may move ahead. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES KEALOHA, 
Chairman and Executive Officer, County of Hawaii. 


HOPKINSVILLE, Ky., July 27, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN SPARKMAN, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C.: 


On behalf of Hopkinsville, Ky., and for practical assistance and needs of 
municipalities, we earnestly urge your vote to override veto of omnibus housing 
bill and/or for successful passage at this session of Congress of new legisla- 
tion for urban renewal, public housing, and community planning assistance in 
line with provisions of vetoed bill. 

F. E. LACKEY, 
Mayor, Hopkinsville, Ky. 
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Ciry OF IRVINE, 
Irvine, Ky., July 27, 1959. 
Senator JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: We, like other cities similarly situated, were keenly 
disappointed that the President vetoed the housing bill. 

I trust that it may be possible to override the President's veto. 

I am to date writing Senators Cooper and Morton of Kentucky, urging them 
to vote to override the veto if the matter is brought before the Senate. 

I want to express to you my personal, as well as those of other city officials, 
sincere appreciation for services you have rendered the cities throughout the 
State in connection with Federal housing and urban renewal. 

Yours very truly, 
R. W. Smirn, Jr., Mayor. 


JULY 27, 1959. 
Hon. Harrison C. WILLIAMS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Your support to override President veto S. 57 earnestly requested. Urban re- 
newal program essential here in Long Branch. Public husing necessary for re- 
location of low-income families. 

DANIEL J. MAHER, 
Mayor, City of Long Branch, NJ. 


(An identical telegram was sent to Senator Case of New Jersey.) 


JULY 27, 1959. 
Senator Harrison C, WILLIAMS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 
Overriding veto of omnibus housing bill S. 57 will assure an essential urban 
renewal program in Long Branch. Your support in this connection is requested. 
JOSEPH J. SCHWARZ, 
Chairman, Housing Authority of the City of Long Branch, N.J. 


(An identical telegram was sent to Senator Case of New Jersey.) 





CIty OF MORGANFIELD, 
Union County, Ky., July 27, 1959. 
Senator JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR: On behalf of the City Council of Morganfield, I urge you to 
support the overriding of the President’s veto of the housing bill, as this is 
urgently needed by our cities. 

Respectfully yours, 
LOWELL H. Truitt, Mayor. 


CITIZENS WELFARE COMMITTEE, 
Mount Vernon, Lil., July 27, 1959. 
Senator JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: A number of Illinois cities have filed an application for public 
housing funds in order to rid their cities of the slum areas. 

I hope that you will do everything that you can to provide funds for low rental 
projects. Mount Vernon has filed an application or will file within the next few 
days for 175 units. 

Newspaper reports indicate that the Federal Government has invested huge 
sums in Burma, Italy, and other foreign countries in order to provide a better 
way of life for the people. It is an evident fact that private enterprise cannot 
develop any program for slum clearance without Federal assistance, therefore 
it is necessary for the Congress to provide funds in order that our people may 
enjoy a better way of life. 
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I believe that the slum areas of our city would be comparable to that of foreign 
areas that are receiving Federal assistance. 
I hope that the Congress will enact a housing law that will gradually reduce 
the slum areas in our cities. 
With kindest regards I remain 
Respectfully, 


GEORGE Harris, 
Secretary, Citizens Welfare Committee. 


PorRTSMOUTH, OHIO, July 27, 1959. 
Senator JOHN J. SPARKMAN, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Relocation of U.S. Highway No. 52 through the city of Portsmouth, Ohio, is 
currently displacing approximately 120 colored families who will not be housed 
outside of slums unless the Senate housing bill becomes law. We urge that 
the Senate override the President’s veto. If additional funds under the Senate 
bill 57 are not forthcoming it will wreck our future program and destroy the 
effect of what has already been accompblished. We urge you again to override 
the President’s veto of Senate bill 57. 


PORTSMOUTH METROPOLITAN HoUSING AUTHORITY, 
RAYMOND T. SwITALskI, Executive Director. 


(An identical telegram was sent to Senator Fulbright.) 


City oF SoutH NORFOLK, 


South Norfolk, Va., July 27, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN J. SPARKMAN, 


U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR SPARKMAN: The city of South Norfolk has urban renewal and 
public housing programs which are of utmost importance to future economic 
and cultural growth of the city. Failure to pass adequate housing legislation 
this year will seriously impair our programs. 

Therefore, I respectfully request your support and assistance in passing a 
housing bill which will provide adequate funds to assist cities in the elimination 


of slums and enough public housing to provide for relocation of the inhabitants 
of these slums. 


Sincerely, 
L. L. Brieas, Jr., Mayor. 





CHARLOTTESVILLE REDEVELOPMENT AND HOUSING AUTHORITY, 


Charlottesville, Va., July 28, 1959. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: AS early as 1952 this community recognized the 
advantages of an urban renewal project to clear a blighted area for the orderly 
expansion of its business district. 

Over a period of years citizens committees, appointed by the city government, 
undertook to devise a plan for rehousing families displaced from this area with- 
out resorting to public housing. 

It was only after it was found that it would be impossible to meet the reloca- 
tion requirements of an urban renewal project without Federal assistance that 
this authority made application for advance funds from the Public Housing 
Administration as well as the Urban Renewal Administration. 

Since we have not as yet entered into an annual contributions contract with 
the Public Housing Administration, there is every indication that public hous- 
ing units will not be available to us unless the Congress provides them. With- 
out such public housing our entire urban renewal program may collapse, resulting 
in a great loss to this community. 
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Your support of a bill that will help us in this situation will be very much 
appreciated. 
Respectfully yours, 






E. THORNTON TAYLOE, 
Vice Chairman, 










OFFICE OF THE MAyor, 
CITY OF GLEN COVE, 
Long Island, N.Y., July 28, 1959. 






Hon. Joun D. SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Senate Housing Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DrAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: I regret that the pressure of time does not permit 
me to personally testify at your hearing with respect to the housing bill which 
has been vetoed by the President. 

As the mayor of a community of less than 25,000 people, who has been man- 
dated by the people of our city to renew and redevelop the pockets of deterio- 
ration and blight in our midst, the President’s veto represents a complete frus- 
tration of our program. 

The city has just filed a final project report applying for $1,400,000 of Fed- 
eralfunds. The availability of these funds, and success of our program, depends 
upon the approval of legislation and appropriation of additional funds. 

At the same time, the city is contemplating another application for the renewal 
and redevelopment of our downtown area. Urban renewal, in our opinion, rep- 
resents the best frontal attack upon urban and suburban blight, and the best 
line of defense available to all communities to stem the continuation of blight 
and deterioration. 

No community such as ours, without Federal and State assistance, can ac- 
complish this superhuman task. Without this aid, the small communities will 
have to surrender in this battle against these pockets of blight, and resign them- 
selves to the fact that slums are here to stay. 

Whether by overriding the President’s veto, or by the submission of a bill 
which would be acceptable to the President, it is extremely urgent that this 
session of Congress enact a housing bill so that the program of urban renewal 
will be continued and encouraged, and not delayed or even possibly killed. 

I appreciate this opportunity to express the importance which we place on 
urban renewal and the benefits which can accrue to our community and to our 
Nation from this far-sighted program. 

Very truly yours, 



























JOSEPH A. Svuozzi. 
PHILLIPSBURG, N.J., July 28, 1959. 







Hon. Senator WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR WILLIAMS: The town of Phillipsburg in Warren County, NWW., 
and the surrounding community, need public housing and housing for the senior 
citizens of our community. 

We in Phillipsburg were very much disturbed by the President’s veto of Dill 
S. 57 and we ask that you extend your effort and support to override the veto. 

Anything you can do in the support of this much-needed Federal legislation, 
will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly, 














JOHN C. CIARDELLI, 
Vice Chairman, Phillipsburg Housing Authority. 


(An identical telegram was sent to Senator Case of New Jersey.) 









SCRANTON, Pa., July 28, 1959. 





CHAIRMAN, 

Senate Banking and Currency Committee, Washington, D.C.: 
The Lackawanna County, Pa., Planning and Zoning Commission earnestly | 

advocates that your honorable committee report out a new housing and redevelop 

ment bill for vote by the Congress. Only through the aid available to communi 

ties through such a bill can the great effort to arrest the march of blight be 

continued. 










Rosert M. HuGHEs, 
Chairman, Lackawanna County Planning and Zoning Commission. 
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EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
City of Woonsocket, R.I., July 28, 1959. 
Mr. Harry R. BETTERS, 
Executive Director, U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Berrers: As mayor of the city of Woonsocket, R.I., I am vitally in- 
terested in the recently vetoed bill, S. 57, the urban renewal, slum clearance, and 
housing bill. 

It is my feeling that the resolution adopted at the 1959 Annual Conference, 
U.S. Conference of Mayors, July 15, 1959, is important enough to warrant special 
eonsideration by the Congress of the United States. 

The city of Woonsocket has a great need for an urban renewal program and 
better housing. Any reduction in appropriations or compromise on 8, 57 would 
greatly impair the progress now being made in this city. 

It is urgently requested that representatives of the U.S. Conference of Mayors 
appear before the Congress of the United States to seek an override of the 
Presidential veto and repassage of S. 57. 

Very truly yours, 
KEVIN K. CoLEMAN, Mayor. 





City oF CINCINNATI, 
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER, 
Cincinnati, Ohio, July 29, 1959. 
The SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING OF THE 
SENATE BANKING AND CURRENCY COMMITTEE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We are today, more than ever, aware of the problems challeng- 
ing the very survival of American cities. We are also well aware that, com- 
bined, the cities represent a large part of the Nation’s wealth and house three- 
fourths of its population. Yet, urban renewal, a program just begun, that 
was conceived to meet the challenge of urban decay, is at a standstill for lack 
of funds and lack of Federal legislation. 

As things stand in most cities, slum clearance is underway, but on a piece- 
meal basis. On the other hand, we all know that good planning calls for re- 
construction on a comprehensive basis which required anything but a piece- 
meal approach. 

Yet, unless there is the assurance of a continuing and uninterrupted pro- 
gram, cities will not be able to, nor will they dare tackle slum clearance in an 
effective way, based on a long-range workable scheme. The cities will rather 
work on the assumption that every project is the last project and they will thus 
allow short-lived opportunity, political or otherwise, to guide the selection of 
projects. 

As things stand too, massive clearance for urban expressways is underway, 
but similar to piecemeal slum clearance, several years will have elapsed before 
expressways can operate as a working system—the combination of these two 
programs, urban renewal and expressways, have, to say the least, bought mount- 
ing problems to the cities across the country. The situation is being endured 
only because the completion of these programs constitutes strong hope for the 
city’s revitalization. 

However, when the scope and completion of a going and active program, such 
as urban renewal, becomes suddenly a matter of doubt, this program can no 
longer represent the city’s hope for revitalization. 

On the contrary, it creates such insecurity among urban industry, businesses, 
and residents that in many instances they conclude that their only solution rests 
in leaving the city—and this is exactly what is happening—thus we find this 
program of preserving the cities, which represent most of the Nation’s wealth, 
at a standstill, and begging for legislation while debate rages on the impact of 
the cost of the program upon the national economy. 

In brief, the American cities find themselves today in the position of a patient 
who, in the middle of a major operation, sees the surgeon stop and leave to give 
a lecture on the cost of surgery as it relates to the welfare of doctors. 

In Cincinnati over 5 percent of the city’s area is already blighted beyond 
hope of preservation, more than 35 percent shows unmistakable symptoms of 
urban decay. The fate of about 20 percent of the city’s area is crystal clear— 
complete deterioration within a 10-year period unless immediate and broad 
remedial action is undertaken. 
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The seriousness of the danger that faces Cincinnati was fully reflected in its 
master plan of 1948 which included a broad, comprehensive, and citywide ap- 
proach to both the clearance of slums and their prevention. Urban renewal treat- 
ment encompassing “protection, conservation, rehabilitation, and redevelopment” 
were defined and assigned to each neighborhood of the city. Thus Cincinnati was 
well prepared for the Housing Act of 1949 and its amendments in 1954 and 1956. 
Thoroughly indoctrinated in the need for a comprehensive approach, urban 
renewal projects were delineated of sufficient size to create their own environ- 
ment. 

Sepcifically, Cincinnati has currently two clearance projects totaling 500 acres 
and one rehabilitation project of 1,300 acres on active status. The first clear- 
ance project measures 60 acres and is under construction. The second clearance 
area is a 450-acre rockbottom slum which houses 10,000 families and nearly 1,000 
businesses. We call this area Kenyon-Barr. The history of Kenyon-Barr is 
illustrative of the patient who is abandoned in the middle of his operation. Ken- 
yon-Barr was initiated late in 1955 as one project. Approval of plans was, how- 
ever, delayed for about 1 year—between the end of 1957 and late 1958. This was 
when the wheels of progress ground to a halt waiting for Congress to pass a 
housing bill. The failure of Congress to do so and thus to provide necessary Fed- 
eral capital grant funds, forced the city to split the sensibly and efficiently de 
lineated Keyon-Barr area into five projects whose boundaries are based solely 
on an arbitrary rationing system instead of planning, economic, and social con- 
siderations. We now have Kenyon-Barr I, Kenyon-Barr IT, etc., up to Kenyon- 
Barr; together, they form what is called a general neighborhood renewal plan 
area. 

This revised version of Kenyon-Barr will take much longer to redevelop and it 
will result in a higher cost by some 25 percent. But even this is not causing the 
really serious hardships, those are created by the lack of assurance that Federal 
financial assistance will be available to complete Kenyon-Barr even at the rate 
of starvation rations of $2.4 million per year which is based on a $250 million 
yearly program. 

Hundreds of businesses operating in Kenyon-Barr are expecting dislocation in 
connection with the impending redevelopment of the area. They have been 
making arrangements for new quarters, leases are not renewed, and some busi- 
nesses have actually moved. Owners of nonresidential properties that become 
vacant find it virtually impossible to find tenants willing to occupy a structure 
for an indefinite yet presumably short period of time. Now, after waiting 
from 6 months to as long as 24% years with vacant property on their hands, 
property on which taxes had to be paid and which had to be maintained, now, we 
have to tell these owners that they are located in Kenyon-Barr II or in Kenyon- 
Barr V, a project which may, if Federal financing becomes available, be under- 
taken by 1965. These properties are fated to remain vacant for a long time 
because of the “teardown area” stigma that they have inherited. The city cannot 
relieve this situation for which it is responsible unless adequate title I funds 
become available. 

There are, in these sections of Kenyon-Barr which had to be dropped, thousands 
of dangerously dilapidated residential structures that were scheduled for early 
demolition. Repair on these structures was delayed in order to minimize project 
acquisition cost. These structures must now be either condemned or repaired. 
They are usually repaired—inadequately—yet at a total estimated cost of nearly 
= million—which urban renewal will have to pay if the project materializes after 
all. 

On the rehabilitation front, the situation in Cincinnati is as critical or perhaps 
even worse than it is for redevelopment. The city has on active status a 1,300 
acre rehabilitation conservation project whose history closely parallels that of 
Kenyon-Barr. The project had to be converted into a general neighborhood re 
newal plan area. A designation becoming infamous because it spells compromise 
where compromise is, we find out later, sometimes unworkable. For 3 years now 
the city has kept active in this rehabilitation area a citizen participation program 
involving the 35,000 residents of the project. After 3 years these people are 
beginning to wonder about the delays which are preventing the fulfillment of 
what has been promised to them. Furthermore, they fully realize the need for 
rehabilitation, particularly since they now have the understanding which en- 
ables them to see neighborhoods degenerate before their very eyes. If now, after 
3 years of impatient waiting and anticipating half of these residents are told 
that they live in a project which may not materialize, their reaction may well 
set Cincinnati’s slum prevention program back by many years. 
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JULY 29, 1959. 

From the citizens’ standpoint in general, it may be of interest to know that 
a carefully and painstakingly builtup program of public education, which bore 
its first fruits in 1956 when the Cincinnati voters passed a $9 million bond issue 
for urban renewal is disintegrating today. It is difficult to maintain citizen 
support and enthusiasm for a program that has only lukewarm support from 
Congress. 

In short, Cincinnati was expecting and was prepared in every way for Federal 
assistance commitments under title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, 
in the amount of $33 million generating an $80 million active urban renewal 
program. After 3 years of expectations Cincinnati finds itself lacking nearly 
$12 million out of the anticipated $33 million. How can Cincinnati plan and 
carry out a sensible program on such a basis? 

For the sake of brevity, the effect of the Presidential veto of the housing 
bill S. 57, upon the problems and tensions of rehousing the 30,000 people that 
will be displaced during the next 6 years as a result of the expressways, urban 
renewal, and other public improvements, will not be detailed here. What needs 
to be known however, is that Cincinnati was counting on and needs: 

1. At least 5,000 public housing units (for the 6-year period) ; 

2. The liberalization of FHA section 221 as proposed in 8. 57; and 

3. Provisions for housing the elderly in order to solve its relocation problems. 

In the light of what is said above the Senate is urged to adopt the housing 
bill S. 57 which in its present content will barely be sufficient to complete the 
programs now started. 

Very sincerely yours, 
C. A. HARRELL, City Manager. 


CITY OF NEW YORK, 
OFFICE OF THE MAYor, 


New York, N.Y., July 29, 1959. 
Hion. JOHN SPARKMAN, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR SPARKMAN: On behalf of the city of New York I urge you 
and your fellow members of the Banking and Currency Committee to recom- 
mend to the Senate that the veto of S. 57 be overridden. We need new housing 
appropriations, especially for public housing, urban renewal, and housing for the 
elderly. 

§. 57, a compromise to begin with, is the least we should accept. The shortage 
of housing for families of low and middle income, and the need to revitalize 
our urban communities, are so well known and have been so fully documented 
in the hearings before your committee that no repetition of the facts by me is 
necessary. 

The veto message which was submitted to the President for his signature 
has already been shown to have contained errors of facts and omissions that 
resulted in a misleading picture of the effect of the bill on our economy and of 
our need for additional funds for public housing and for urban renewal. This 
in itself is justification for reconsideration of the original bill by Congress, 
instead of any attempt to further compromise the issues. 

If the President’s veto is sustained, planning for new public housing will 
come to a halt. Similarly, the planning of urban renewal developments will be 
seriously impeded. The communities of this country cannot make progress in 
their efforts to meet their needs if the Federal programs are run on a stop- 
and-go basis. Our communities must have some assurance that the Federal 
Policies laid down in the Housing Act of 1949 will be carried on continuously 
and consistently. Any interruptions in the planning of these programs are 
frustrating and demoralizing and only give encouragement to those short-sighted 
groups who are opposed to Federal and local efforts to provide decent housing 
ina satisfactory environment for all our citizens. 

Very truly yours, 


RoserT F. WaGNER, Mayor. 
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NorTH CAROLINA LEAGUE OF MUNICIPALITIES, 
Raleigh, N.C., July 29, 1959. 





Hon. JoHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Housing Subcommittee, 

Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: In the absence of our executive director, Mrs. 
Davetta L. Steed, who is in Chicago attending a workshop for league directors 
and officials conducted by the leagues’ national association, I am taking the 
liberty of submitting the following statement to the Senate Housing Subcommit- 
tee in reference to its hearings on the veto message of S. 57, the Housing Act 
of 1959. 

North Carolina has more than a vital interest in public housing and urban 
renewal. Some 19 towns and cities in North Carolina have public housing 
authorities. Several other towns and cities are in the process of applying for 
assistance in housing and urban renewal. As slum areas continue to be cleared 
municipalities will increasingly need additional housing units. 

Presently, several North Carolina towns and cities have active urban renewal 
programs, and others have applied or are in the process of making application 
for urban renewal assistance. Cities that have active programs are Charlotte, 
Fayetteville, Greensboro, Raleigh, Wilmington and Winston-Salem. Cities that 
have undertaken procedures to secure urban renewal assistance are Durham, 
sreenville, Mooresville, and Laurinburg. In addition, many other North Caro- 
lina towns and cities are actively concerned about the urban renewal program. 

The need for slum clearance in North Carolina is tremendous. As emphasized 
by Mayor W. G. Enloe of Raleigh, who recently represented the North Carolina 
League of Municipalities and the American Municipal Association at the Housing 
Subcommittee hearings, according to the 1950 U.S. census, 31 North Carolina 
cities over 10,000 population have 133,000 substandard dwellings. Mayor Enloe 
further estimated that an enormous number of blighted dwellings exist in other 
towns and cities throughout the State. 

It is highly recommended that the committee endorse S. 57, the Housing Act 
of 1959, since housing legislation is more than ever needed this year to meet 
the expanded programs of municipalities to wipe out blight and to provide a 
more attractive and healthy environment for their citizenry. 

Respectfully submitted. 





























J. V. Burcess, Field Consultant. 











U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
July 30, 1959. 






Hon. JoHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Senate Committee on Banking and 
Currency, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my privilege to transmit for inclusion in the record 
of the hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on Housing of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, with reference to the Presidential veto of S. 57, a letter 
dated July 29, 1959, from the Honorable Raymond R. Tucker, mayor of the city 
of St. Louis, Mo. 

Mayor Tucker is one of our most distinguished municipal leaders. During his 
administration the city of St. Louis has embarked upon a vast and much needed 
program of rebuilding and revitalization. The Mill Creek Valley and plaza area 
projects are already widely known as models of urban redevelopment. 

Few men in our country are more experienced in this important field than 
Raymond Tucker. Few men have a greater knowledge of the needs of our 
cities. 

I commend to the attention of the members of your committee the letter from 
Mayor Tucker with reference to the recent Presidential veto of S. 57. 

Sincerely, 















STUART SYMINGTON, 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYor, 


City of St. Louis, Mo., July 29, 1959. 
Hon. JoHn J. SPARKMAN, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Senate Committee on Banking and 
Currency, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: I am writing to urge that your committee recom- 

mend the overriding by the Senate of the President’s veto of S. 57, the housing 





































































ré. and urban renewal bill. 

OTS Your committee has heard and has heeded through the years testimony which 

he demonstrates the importance of our cities to a strong and secure nation. You 

it know the tremendous population explosion which is taking place which will 

\ct double the population of our metropolitan areas within the next 20 years. 

In my estimation, the housing and urban renewal bill, the conference version 
an of S. 57, is a minimum contribution to the national efforts to prepare a livable 
ng urban society of the future. 
for Here in St. Louis the public imagination is being excited by the construction 
red of the plaza area urban renewal project and by the sight of the widespread 

demolition taking place in the 465-acre Mill Creek Valley area. The first stage 
wal of the Kosciusko project is virtually ready to go. 

200 Our citizens are beginning to see what can be accomplished by the joint use 

tte, of the local bond issue funds which they have voted for urban renewal, of 

hat Federal funds, and of private capital. 

am, If the present bill, S. 57, is not enacted, the city of St. Louis will not be able 

Aro- to go ahead with the following pending projects with which I have indicated the 

a amount of Federal funds needed: 

lina a 

ae Project Capital grant Relocation 

nloe o 

ther 2d stage Kosciusko (100 acres) - ----- ssl et deck hea cabal renee Cede $5, 534, 269 $191, 000 
NE sank niga annum deoinmanmenelanue gamnnnbnme pau 24, 759, 000 900, 000 

Act Rens I IO ot ate an bial amend eee emia wale 15, 985, 000 300, 000 

wr | ON a eh teh calli dasha namie 46, 278, 269 1, 391, 000 

de a 

I believe, too, your committee has understood the close relationship between 
nt. needed urban redevelopment and public housing. Those persons relocated from 

highway and slum-clearance projects must, by law and in simple justice, be 
found safe, decent, and sanitary housing. If we are to avoid the spread of 
blight, public housing must absorb a considerable portion of this relocation. 

2 I recognize the difficulties inherent in an attempt to override.a veto, but I 

59. believe the Congress has the duty of making this final effort to face up to the 
No. 1 domestic problem of this Nation, the fight against urban blight and decay. 

and Cordially yours, 
RAYMOND R,. Tucker, Mayor. 
ee on 

letter CIty oF ALTOONA, PA., 

e city July 30, 1959. 
Hon. JouHN SPARKMAN, 

ng his Chairman, Housing Subcommittee, 

eeded Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 

1 area Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: I am requesting your support and the support of 
| than the committee endorsing S. 57, as it provides for vital housing legislation needed 
yf our this year, together with the other provisions for urban renewal and public 

housing legislation. 

r from The city of Altoona embarked on a public housing and urban renewal program 
over 2 years ago. Because of the veto of the housing bill last year and the 
ceiling put upon applications by the HHFA, we have been seriously hampered 

‘TON, in our program for redevelopment of our city. 


The city of Altoona is a surplus labor area and we have made valiant efforts 
on our own behalf to reduce this condition of unemployment. We have secured 
11 new industries in the past 13 years without the use of any public funds, 
but in order to make the city more attractive to new industry, the city recog- 
nizes the need for Federal funds, obtained through urban renewal and public 
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housing. I feel that Altoona is an example of self-help so far, but we need— 
now—Federal assistance. We have practically exhausted our private and 
public funds in doing what we have done. S. 57 is a real necessity to a city like 
ours, and I sincerely beg of you, through your influence and your committee's, 
to approve housing legislation and urban renewal funds this year. I know the 
citizens of my community join me in requesting this help. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rosert W. ANTHONY, Mayor. 


Senator Sparkman. The committee will stand in recess until 10 
o’clock Monday morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to be 
reconvened at 10 a.m., Monday, July 27, 1959.) 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 


MONDAY, JULY 27, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON HovsINe, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, in room 5302, New Senate 
Office Building, at 10:05 a.m., Senator John J. Sparkman (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators "hi ci Douglas, Clark, Muskie, Capehart, 
and Bush. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let the committee come to order, please. 

Other members of the subcommittee have indicated they will be 
here this morning. I am sure they will be here later, but I think we 
had better get started, in the interest of time . 

This morning we are continuing hearings on the President’s mes- 
sage disapproving S. 57, the Housing Act of 1959. Last Thursday the 
subcommittee heard witnesses from the Bureau of the Budget and 
from the Housing and Home Finance Agency, none of whom would 
claim responsibility for the text of the veto message. 

The hearings on Thursday clearly demonstrated that the veto 
message is misleading in several respects; it does not tell the whole 
truth, and it contains statements not grounded in fact. It has been 
suggested that the President may have acted upon incomplete and 
erroneous information. 

On Friday we heard mayors and other local officials, from both 
large and small cities, north, east, south, and west. These local officials 
were unanimous in their views that the housing bill has already been 
compromised in an effort to meet the views of the President; that the 
bill is neither extravagant, excessive, nor inflationary; and certainly 
is not unnecessary. 

These officials were also unanimous in their recommendations that 
S. 57 be enacted, the Presidential disapproval notwithstanding. 

Today we are honored by the appearance of the Governor of the 
Commonweath of Pennsylvania, the mayor of Chicago, and the mayor 
of Buffalo. As chairman of the subcommittee I am happy to welcome 
these officials of State and local government, and I look forward to 
their views with a great deal of interest. 

Before we hear from these gentlemen, Senator Bush, a member of 
this subcommittee, has a statement that he would like to present. 

Senator Bush. 


Senator Bus. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your courtesy. 
I find it necessary to express my strong resentment because of some 
of the unfair and unjustified criticism of the President’s veto message 
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on the housing bill which has been expressed during these hearings. 

I can understand the concern of my colleagues in the opposition 
party because President Eisenhower exposed to the people of this 
country the extravagance of the bill he vetoed. I can understand 
their eagerness to attempt to demonstrate that the veto message was 
not strictly factual in its language. I believe that attempt has failed, 
and that, when it is considered as a whole without strained distortions 

of the plain meaning of the words, the message accurately described the 
vetoed bill. 

I want the truth, and the whole truth, about housing to be placed 
before the American people, but I do not believe our colleagues are 
advancing that purpose by making statements which themselves are 
misleading and, at best, half- truths. 

Last Friday morning, when I was unable to be present, you, Mr. 
Chairman, made a statement at the opening of the hearings. In that 
statement the claim was made that administration witnesses had “ad- 
mitted that applications for 57,000 additional units are now on hand 
at the Public Housing Administration.” 

That claim, as the chairman knows, is not the whole truth. The 
fact is that the Public Housing Commissioner testified that the figure 
of 57,000 was an ov erstatement because, to use your own words, “Mr. 
Chairman, it contained “deadwood.” The record clearly shows that 
the Commissioner testified that a more accurate figure would be 
30,000 to 35,000. And I refer, in the record of that day’s hearings, to 
page 122 in support of my statement. 

The question arises: Why do so many units of public housing which 
have been placed under annual contributions contracts remain un- 
built? There are contracts outstanding for approximately 101,600 
low-rent dwelling units. Once a contract has been executed, there is 
nothing more the Federal Government can do to get the dw ellings 
built. From that point on, it is the responsibility of the loc: ality. 

It is my understanding that some of these units were placed under 
contract as long ago as 1950, 1951, 1952, or 1953. Why have they not 
been built? Is it because city administrations have been lax and 
inefficient, and have failed to ‘discharge their obligations under the 
contracts? Or is it because the people i in certain communities do not 
wish public housing built in their neighborhoods? 

Perhaps my friend, the able Senator from Pennsylvania, can inform 
us why the city of Philadelphia, of which he is a “former mayor, has 
4,417 units under contract, but not under construction, according to 
information which has been given to me by the Public Housing 
Administration. 

Senator CLarK. Senator, will you yield ? 

Senator Bus. I will yield when I finish. 

And perhaps my friend, the distinguished senior Senator from 
Illinois, can advise us w hy the city of. Chicago, where he formerly 
served as an alderman, has 10,133 units in the same status, again 
according to information provided by the Public Housing Adminis- 
tration. 

I think it important that this subcommittee find out exactly how 
much “dead wood” is included in these 101,600 units of public hous- 
ing which have been so much discussed. How much of this “dead 

wood” could be transferred, if we granted authority to do so in the 
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law, to communities which are able, ready, and willing to proceed to 
build public housing ? 

I believe these questions must be answered, Mr. Chairman, before 
we decide whether a need exists for new authorizations for public 
housing, and, if the need is demonstrated, how large the authoriza- 
tions should be. I hope the committee will be given more enlighten- 
ment upon this point before these hearings are > concluded. 

My own position on public housing should be made clear. I have 
voted in past years for as many as 100,000 additional low-rent on 
ing units. I am prepared to vote to release more units this year, if 
the need is clearly demonstrated. But first I want this conittee to 
have all the facts, and not merely evidence carefully selected to pre- 
sent only one side of the public housing question. 

To return to your statement of last Friday, Mr. Chairman, it was 
claimed that the President’s criticism of the rigid first-come, first- 
served requirement for urban renewal was not based on fact. On the 
contrary, Administrator Mason clearly demonstrated that the Presi- 
dent had accurately analyzed what might happen under the bill as 
soon as the applications now on hand have been provided for. In 
fact, your statement, Mr. Chairman, appeared to me to be an attempt 
to divert attention from the fact that as soon as exising applications 
have been filled, the lion’s share of urban renewal funds provided 
under this and future bills could be gobbled up by a relatively small 
handful of large cities. 

One constructive result of these hearings thus far has been to expose 
the anxiety of our colleagues to keep the ‘public from learning the full 
cost of public housing. When they continued to demand why the full 
cost of public housing committed in 8. 57 but paid for over a period 
of years, was being totaled up for the first time in the history of such 
legislation, I read a quotation from the Congressional Record in which 
Senator Gore, then a Member of the House of Representatives, had 
exposed the same kind of fallacious argument, designed to avoid 
recognition of the full cost of public housing, on the floor of the 
House 20 years ago. I hope this question has now been laid to rest, 
and that whenever spending legislation is considered, the American 
people will be told the full story of the cost to them and to generations 
yet unborn. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here, and would like to place in the record, 
a letter addressed to me, dated July 16, from Charles E. Slusser, Com- 
missioner of Public Housing, with some appropriate tables which 
he referred to in the letter. 

Senator SPaRKMAN. Without objection, that will be placed in the 
record. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

PusLic HOUSING ADMINISTRATION, 
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 


Washington, D.C., July 16, 1959. 
Hon. Prescott BusnH, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Busu: This is in response to your request for information 
regarding the distribution as to localities of the outstanding contracts for low- 
rent housing on which construction has not commenced. There are such contracts 
outstanding for approximately 101,596 low-rent dwelling units. 
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Contracts for 43,887 units are outstanding in Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, 
Detroit, Cleveland, New York, Philadelphia, St. Louis, and the District of 
Columbia. A chart showing the distribution of these units between such cities 
was furnished Mr. Clarke on July 15. 

Contracts for 18,420 units are outstanding in San Francisco, Pittsburgh, 
Atlanta, Newark, Bessemer, Columbus, Springfield, Richmond, Cincinnati, New 
Orleans, Miami, Milwaukee, Kansas City (Kan.), Albany (N.Y.), Syracuse, 
Yonkers, and Oakland. A chart is enclosed showing the distribution of these 
units between these localities. 

Contracts for 9,578 units are outstanding in Puerto Rico; and for 980 units in 
Honolulu. 

Contracts for 3,856 units are outstanding in 23 other localities having popu- 
lations of from 100,000 to 500,000. 

Contracts for 4,610 units are outstanding in 28 localities with populations 
ranging from 50,000 to 100,000. 

Contracts for 3,928 units are outstanding in 37 localities with populations 
ranging from 25,000 to 50,000. 

Contracts for 13,106 units are outstanding in 170 localities with populations 
ranging from 2,500 to 25,000. 

Contracts for 3,231 units are outstanding in 128 localities having populations 
of less than 2,500. 

You will note that 71,885 units of the total of 101,596 which are under out- 
standing contracts are to be developed in 27 localities. It also should be noted 
that the contracts in localities having populations of 100,000 or less are chiefly 
new undertakings entered into during fiscal year 1959. 

Please inform us if you require further information. 

Sincerely yours, 







CHARLES E. SLuSSER, Commissioner. 
Enclosure. 


21,494 units canceled under liquidation agreement. 


Senator Crank. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparkMan. The Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Senator Ciark. I do not think it appropriate at this time, when we 
have witnesses from out of town whose testimony we are anxious to 
hear, to attempt to make a complete reply to the Senator from Con- 
necticut, either in general or specifically with respect to Philadelphia. 
I will, however, at an early date, introduce for the record the full 
truth with respect to public housing units—and I stress the words 
“full truth”—in Philadelphia, why they have not yet been built, why 
_| they will be built, why they are so badly needed. (See p. 294.) 

1 think it should be noted for the record, however, that as a mem- 
ber of this subcommittee, well over a year ago I took testimony in 
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and Portland, Maine, and Senator Douglas 
took testimony in Chicago at which mayors from all over Lllinois 
appeared, which demonstrated, at least to our satisfaction, the fact 
which is beyond dispute, that urban redevelopment cannot progress 
except to a very limited extent without requiring public housing in 
= to locate families which are being displaced by urban redevelop- 
ment. 


This is also true of the highway program. I do not think anybody 

tan controvert those facts. 1: tye 
Other than that, Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to get into 

nent with my good friend from Connecticut at this point. 
(The following was received with reference to the above :) 


an argu- 


STATEMENT BY WILLIAM L. RAFSKY, DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR. 
PHILADELPHIA, Pa. 


41 unit canceled. 


Lae See evidence of the need for additional public housing constantly as our 
hewal program progresses and displaces additional groups of people. And 
© we are continuing to make every effort to utilize all the public housing units 


Under construction. 400 eee — 
Completed for occupancy ------------ 
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available to Philadelphia. We have been greatly hampered in doing so by the 






















































tight restrictions which have gradually accumulated over the years since the ag 
public housing program was started. However we have recently been permitted 
by the Federal Government to try out some new approaches—such as developing 
units of a type more akin to private building in Philadelphia and rehabilitating 
existing dwellings for use as public housing. In addition, the Public Housing 
Administration is now committed to a greater decentralization of the program, 
With these new developments, and barring unforseen circumstances, I fully Fj 
expect that we will be able to use all of the remaining 2,330 units allocated to 
Philadelphia within the coming 12 months. 
uni 
yes 
PHILADELPHIA’S Low-Rent Hovusine Program th: 
The facts on Philadelphia’s low-rent housing program are as follows: ane 
AMI a sca sahindascuemiabatmieinlemmasinéelibonitiaien 10,344} 22 
RN nena sealvddieiteineeeniienpnni 1,19 | 
Units for which land has been cleared or is being cleared______________ 1, 918 tion 
Units for which land is in process of acquisition__.______-______-_--__-_ 864 j 
Units held up due to boundary or major planning questions (such as final use 
IN: MUNI Bl ink sess cinccherems ois isd Gian esninaileeeeion tion 539 
Units for recently selected sites, with processing in various stages___ 820 E 
SSRN RDRRES RAINE CIS AORN (EO DOCUN DONT i ies et rete ein hemes 600 . 
General program reservation not yet allocated to any site__---._____- 1, 730 + 
Thus, the only units allocated to Philadelphia which are available for future ; A 
development are those in the last two categories. Of these, the 600 units remain-J tion 
ing after final designs were drawn on other projects include 551 units from 35,0 
the allocation for a project on which the final decision as to project size and and 
design was made only in the last few weeks. The general program reservation 7 
represents the allocation to Philadelphia for the current year ; the original reser- 
vation, made less than a year ago, was 2,450, and it has been reduced to its Ty 
present level as new sites have been selected. H 

Senator Sparkman. Let me just say this, since my good friend] ™° 
Senator Bush has referred to statements that I made on Friday:I} | 1 
will stand on the record. ing 

Unfortunately, Senator Bush was not here Friday, and therefore} som 
did not participate in the discussion, but I should like to read just Tt 
a little bit to him from the record. rese: 

Senator Busw. What page? A 

Senator SPaRKMAN. Starting on page 232. nie 

Senator Busx. You do not want to read on page 78 that I referred] 1.04 
to first, do you, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes, I would be very glad to read that, becaus] . Tt 
that was fully discussed at that time, and what I am doing here inf “8. 
the record is referring back. were 

Senator Bennett, I will stay, referred to a letter which I think i 58,0 
the same letter that the Senator now has offered for the record. Andj #2 & 
I commend to the Senator from Connecticut careful reading of it do 
Friday’s record, to see how bad a misunderstanding developed, evel] . Bi 
over the letter and the figures given there. Apparently there was anf ™ th 
error, and I think it was generally admitted it was an error. Se 

I will read the discussion in which Senator Bennett, who way Part 
present, participated. refer 

Senator Busn. What page, Senator? h Al 

Senator SparKMAN. On page 233. Do you have that? ‘cad 

Senator Busu. I do not have that transcript. But the Senator haf Do 
referred to Senator Bennett, and I am advised he will be here late » thi 

nve 






in the morning. 
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Senator SparKMAN. There is no question about it. 
agreed. Senator Capehart will bear witness to that. 
Senator Busu. He has some comment to make about it. 
Senator SPARKMAN. We were all agreed on Friday. 
Senator BusH. You may not be after hearing him again. 


Senator SparkMAN. I am quoting something I said at that time. 
First I quoted Mr. Mason, and then I said this on my own: 


It seems to me there may be a little misunderstanding here as between being 


under contract and being under construction. That was discussed quite fully 
yesterday 


We were all 


this is Friday’s record I am reading from— 


and it was admitted that all of the available housing units have been allocated 
and are under contract, I believe, and that there are some 58,000 applications 
on hand, made up of two groups: applications pending, 18,494; under reserva- 


tion, 39,000, which is a total of 58,000. 

Actually, if you want to be specific, it is 57,494. And I think I 
used the word “approximately,” although it is not carried here. 

But that is over and above the 101,000. 


Now, I want the Senator from Connecticut to listen to this: 


And the testimony further was there could be expected reasonably an attri- 
tion of those figures which would pull it down to about 35.000 units, but that 
35,000—and this list was placed in the record, by the way—would be over 
and above those that have already been allocated. 


Then Senator Bennett said: 


This is, I think, a serious discrepancy. 

Here is Mr. Mason, who is head of the entire agency, in disagreement with 
the man who is the head of the Public Housing Administration. 

That was not my statement. That was from Senator Bennett, talk- 
ing about disagreement between the officials. And he went on and had 
something to say about it. And then he said: 


The information you just read me indicated there were some 35,000 under 
reservation. 


And I said: 


Thirty-nine thousand under reservation, and 18,500 additional applications 
pending, making a total of approximately 58,000. 

I could read on, but I think there was certainly no misunderstand- 
ing here in the committee, or among those who were listening, that we 
were clear, and if the full truth were brought out, there were some 
58,000 applications pending, but there could be normally expected 
an attrition, as Mr. eee testified, of one-third, which would bring 
it down by 19,000, which would make it 38,000. 

But he used the round number of 35,000, and I used it here again 
in the course of my remarks. 

So certainly there was no misunderstanding or misstatement on the 
part of the chairman of the subcommittee as to the situation with 
reference to applications pending and reservations made. 

And now, with reference to urban renewal, “first come first served,” 
here is what I said on that. I was questioning Mr. Mason, and I said: 


Do you see the objection I raise, and what Senator Capehart was objecting 


to this morning, that this sentence in the President’s message simply did not 
convey that kind of a picture? 
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available to Philadelphia. We have been greatly hampered in doing so by the 
tight restrictions which have gradually accumulated over the years since the 
public housing program was started. However we have recently been permitted 
by the Federal Government to try out some new approaches—such as developing 
units of a type more akin to private building in Philadelphia and rehabilitating 
existing dwellings for use as public housing. In addition, the Public Housing 
Administration is now committed to a greater decentralization of the program, 
With these new developments, and barring unforseen circumstances, I fully 
expect that we will be able to use all of the remaining 2,330 units allocated to 
Philadelphia within the coming 12 months. 


PHILADELPHIA’S Low-RENtT Hovusine PROGRAM 


The facts on Philadelphia’s low-rent housing program are as follows: 


I RI I I a ences pe ene gion in isn ein pon renaninain 10, 344 
a ise pa can ps ale Me an ee i is pmig nie 1, 195 
Units for which land has been cleared or is being cleared__________-____ 1, 918 
Units for which land is in process of acquisition________________-___- 864 
Units held up due to boundary or major planning questions (such as final 
I DOIN i For. iain bes ered ink = Seen ewe adi inet aioecein 539 
Units for recently selected sites, with processing in various stages_____ 820 
Surplus units from projecta replanned__._._._._.___._.._._................... 600 
General program reservation not yet allocated to any site___-_-______ 1, 730 


Thus, the only units allocated to Philadelphia which are available for future 
development are those in the last two categories. Of these, the 600 units remain- 
ing after final designs were drawn on other projects include 551 units from 
the allocation for a project on which the final decision as to project size and 
design was made only in the last few weeks. The general program reservation 
represents the allocation to Philadelphia for the current year ; the original reser- 
vation, made less than a year ago, was 2,450, and it has been reduced te its 
present level as new sites have been selected. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let me just say this, since my good friend 
Senator Bush has referred to statements that I made on Friday: I 
will stand on the record. 

Unfortunately, Senator Bush was not here Friday, and therefore 
did not participate in the discussion, but I should like to read just 
a little bit to him from the record. 

Senator Busn. What page? 

Senator SparKMAN. Starting on page 232. 

Senator BusH. You do not want to read on page 78 that I referred 
to first, do you, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes, I would be very glad to read that, because 
that was fully discussed at that time, and what I am doing here in 
the record is referring back. 

Senator Bennett, I will stay, referred to a letter which I think i 
the same letter that the Senator now has offered for the record. And 
I commend to the Senator from Connecticut careful reading of 
Friday’s record, to see how bad a misunderstanding developed, evel 
over the letter and the figures given there. Apparently there was al 
error, and I think it was generally admitted it was an error. 

I will read the discussion in which Senator Bennett, who wa 
present, participated. 

Senator BusH. What page, Senator ? 

Senator SparKMAN. On page 233. Do you have that? | 

Senator Busu. I do not have that transcript. But the Senator ha 
referred to Senator Bennett, and I am advised he will be here late} 
in the morning. 
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Senator SparKMAN. There is no question about it. We were all 
agreed. Senator Capehart will bear witness to that. 

Senator BusH. He has some comment to make about it. 

Senator SPARKMAN. We were all agreed on Friday. 

Senator BusH. You may not be after hearing him again. 

Senator SparKMAN. I am quoting something I said at that time. 
First I quoted Mr. Mason, and then I said this on my own: 


It seems to me there may be a little misunderstanding here as between being 


under contract and being under construction. That was discussed quite fully 
yesterday 


this is Friday’s record I am reading from— 


and it was admitted that all of the available housing units have been allocated 
and are under contract, I believe, and that there are some 58,000 applications 
on hand, made up of two groups: applications pending, 18,494; under reserva- 


tion, 39,000, which is a total of 58,000. 

Actually, if you want to be specific, it is 57,494. And I think I 
used the word “approximately,” although it is not carried here. 

But that is over and above the 101,000. 


Now, I want the Senator from Connecticut to listen to this: 


And the testimony further was there could be expected reasonably an attri- 
tion of those figures which would pull it down to about 35.000 units, but that 
35,000—and this list was placed in the record, by the way—would be over 
and above those that have already been allocated. 


Then Senator Bennett said: 


This is, I think, a serious discrepancy. 

Here is Mr. Mason, who is head of the entire agency, in disagreement with 
the man who is the head of the Public Housing Administration. 

That was not my statement. That was from Senator Bennett, talk- 
ing about disagreement between the officials. And he went on and had 
something to say about it. And then he said: 


The information you just read me indicated there were some 35,000 under 
reservation. 


And I said: 


Thirty-nine thousand under reservation, and 18,500 additional applications 
pending, making a total of approximately 58,000. 

I could read on, but I think there was certainly no misunderstand- 
ing here in the committee, or among those who were listening, that we 
were clear, and if the full truth were brought out, there were some 
58,000 applications pending, but there could be normally expected 
an attrition, as Mr. Tener testified, of one-third, which would bring 
it down by 19,000, which would make it 38,000. 

_ But he used the round number of 35,000, and I used it here again 
in the course of my remarks. 

So certainly there was no misunderstanding or misstatement on the 
part of the chairman of the subcommittee as to the situation with 
reference to applications pending and reservations made. 

And now, with reference to urban renewal, “first come first served,” 
here is what I said on that. I was questioning Mr. Mason, and I said: 


Do you see the objection I raise, and what Senator Capehart was objecting 


to this morning, that this sentence in the President’s message simply did not 
convey that kind of a picture? 
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And then I read from the President’s message : 


The way the bill is written a few large cities, by making early application, 
could tie up all the funds available under the urban renewal program. 


Senator Bush said: 
Is that not true? 


And then I said: 

No, we have just presented 134 cities in probably 15 States or more. 

Senator Capehart said, “Yes.” 

And I continue: 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Capehart presented it, put it in the record. 
Those are ready to go. It is $272 million that would have come first, would 
have come before any other city could have come in with an application. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, the $272 million, or whatever the figure is, 
would have come first. 

That was not my statement. That was Mr. Mason’s statement. 

Senator Busu. Will the Senator yield on that point? 

Senator SpARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Busu. It seems to me that what the President was talking 
about in his veto message was the effect of S. 57 new authorizations. 
What he said was that these could be tied up by a few large cities. 

Senator SparkMan. Yes, but I say that 

Senator Busu. And factually, that is a correct statement. 

Senator Sparkman. But I say that according to the testimony of 
Mr. Mason, not a single city, no city, could have tied up anything 
ahead of this $272 million worth of ‘applications. That is the testi- 
mony. 

Senator Busu. I simply think—— 

Senator Sparkman. And that is new authorization. There is no 
authorization available now. This is all new authorization, and $272 
million had an absolute priority. According to Mr. Mason’s testi- 
mony, 134 applications in some 15 or 16 different States. 

And I will say that the statement that whoever wrote the mes- 
sage—we cannot find anybody who will claim credit for having 
written it—but I repeat what I said then, and I will stand on this, 
and I wili use Mr. Mason as my witness to verify this: Whoever pre- 
pared that statement for the President to sign in his veto message did 
not tell the country the truth. 

Senator Ciark. That is right. 

Senator Bus. The Senator can stand on it if he wants to. 

Senator Sparkman. I am standing on Mr. Mason’s testimony. 

Senator Busu. We will have Mr. Mason back next Friday. 

Senator Sparkman. All right. 

Senator Busu. We may as well defer the discussion until then. 

Senator SparKMAN. I will be very glad todoso. 

I will recognize Senator Capehart. 

Senator Carenart. Mr. Chairman, I think we are spending a lot 
of time here on some matters that are not particularly pertinent. 

Senator SparKMAN. That are already in the record. I agree with 
you. 

Senator Caprnart. I think the record is very, very clear: There 
are 101,000 public housing units under contract or under allocation. 
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We know that not all of the 101,000 are going to be built because there 
may be some circumstances which come up so that part of them, for 
this reason or that, will not be built. 

We likewise know there are approximately 58,000 applications 
pending. We likewise know from experience that a portion of those, 
whether it is one-third or 25 percent, or whatever it is, will drop off. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mr. Slusser testified it was approximately one- 
third. 

Senator Carenart. We also know that, of course, authorization to 
build public housing does not cost the Government any money. They 
do not cost any money until they are built. 

So I think it is immaterial whether we do have 101,000 or 90,000, 
or 58,000 or 35,000 units that are unbuilt. 

I think what this whole business proves to me very conclusively is 
that what we ought to do, possibly, is eliminate HHF A, a coordinating 
agency, which advises the Congress and advises the President. What 
we ought to do is to deal directly with these individual agencies so that 
we possibly then can get the facts. 

In other words, if we can deal directly with FHA, directly with the 
Public Housing Administration, directly with the Home Loan Bank 
Board, deal directly with these agencies without having to go through 
the HHF A, we might get the facts. I think we would have, possibly, 
better administration. I know it would be easier for us on this com- 
mittee to get the facts if we did not have to go through ofher people 
to secure them, other people who are not too familiar with them, who 
do not work with those figures every day. 

So I think maybe we ought to add a section to this bill whereby we 
eliminate HHFA. It iscosting millions and millions of dollars a year. 
It is what I call in business 100 percent overhead; it isa burden. We 
ought to deal directly with the individual agencies and permit them 
to testify, and hold them responsible for their departments and their 
divisions, rather than going through HHFA. In that way we could 
save—I do not know what the figure might be, but I think many 
millions of dollars a year. 

Senator Doveias. I want to congratulate the Senator from Indiana 
for his statement, because it has been my observation over the years 
that HHFA, first under Mr. Cole, and now under Mr. Mason, has 
served as a mufiler and censor upon the separate housing agencies, 
particularly the agency which is in charge of urban renewal and the 
agency which is in charge of public housing. These men, who are 
close to the problem, see the need for urban renewal in our cities, and 
see the need for a considerable amount of public housing. Whatever 
their opinions may be when they start, after they become acclimatized 
to the problem they become men with whom the Senate can deal. 

_ But then there is a housing politician, so to speak, a political politi- 
clan, imposed on top of it, who muflles their testimony and who keeps 
them more or less under censorship. 

And so if one compares the testimony of the men in charge of urban 
renewal and the men in charge of public housing with the statements 
made by Mr. Mason, one findsa great disparity. And, like the Senator 


from Indiana, I would choose to believe the people who are close to 
the problem. 


43777— 59--— 20 
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I do not think that this is the proper time to abolish HHF A because 
that would mean a new bill, and I rather hope we can pass this bill 
over the President’s veto. But I think the Senator from Indiana 
has given us a very valuable hint as to the future on this, and, as on 
a number of occasions, although not always, I find myself in very 
hearty agreement with him. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to prolong this, but 
just wish to say this, that I certainly have repeatedly stated myself 
that I think it is a mistake to consider all these important housing 
problems in one bill, and have pleaded time after time that we do not 
come up with an omnibus bill, but that we consider urban renewal as 
one subject, public housing another, college housing another, and have 
separate bills, so that each one can get the attention that it deserves on 
its own merits. 

To that extent I would agree with the Senator from Indiana. 

But I also agree with the Senator from Illinois that it is hardly the 
time to abolish HHF A at this moment. 

Senator Doveias. We have hopes for the future. 
(The material referred to on p. 319 follows :) 


HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


General agency supervision cost 
Fiseal year: 


raat dal al echcriteh alata cian ia Da catheeeinadsadaisines $779, 926 
tacit dene clndiom encase: sh sap niche ee iligb tap shia a onesaa ica ap iacserscvionsag 714, 362 
eh gas ek ae ateeacesglh oe ncipncertot orasesie nies 614, 172 
RI idali cocaine tiatiniee niniadiiiianic nba aA UREN ciel tie a 740, 377 
ica ihe deg nda dikes as caldera aioe eg bl ea eda adh oe ahd nce 680, 530 
OS A 869, 531 
ek actor tac eee sacatadiesebenicta atin teil apicrin ah cnn ehiepaanijestcaadaehig soko nsoeaesteesitlies 892, 221 
Da a ace I arr taser lg wang lags canara nom npeiestonaoenenye tease 1, 018, 762 
I She hale cles Siew bce tata ns Rie ahd t tciniglenhane haiti psachidpcidirie tshiecehiibies 1, 024, 368 
NG ikea ps bashntiees nicer ni Shae teen bidet eg ben iolte bo <bbeiniced mhiadd penbendiion 1, 148, 736 
a cal ce aio 1, 127, 714 
aN ea ete cist ci ale tae ose les die oma eect 1, 150, 000 
I a ala sec wean ene aaa 12, 030, 699 
IE IE I ia itl bp hc high ak ttc ak bebe etnies 1, 275, 000 


Senator SparKMAN. The first witness is the Honorable David Law- 
rence, Governor of Pennsylvania. 

Governor Lawrence, will you come around, please, sir. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Chairman, could I say a word. 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, Senator Clark. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
Governor Lawrence is appearing today by request. I do not know any- 
body in the country better qualified to talk about housing—private 
housing, public housing, and urban renewal, than he. 

As the distinguished mayor of Pittsburgh for many a long year, 
he was the chief architect of the urban renewal activities in that city. 
Since he came to the governorship, he has been actively promoting a 
continued State contribution in the field of housing and akan renewal. 
As former president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, he has known 
this housing problem for the last 15 years, and has seen it grow. 

I think we are very fortunate in having him as a witness, and I 
would like to welcome him personally before the committee. 
Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, Senator Clark. 












, 


See ER Se Te ST a on 





ise 
vill 
na 


ry 


out 


elf 
ing 


not 


ive 


the 


tee, 
ny- 
rate 
pal, 
ity. 


ga 
N 


dl 


$LIST TN 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 299 


Governor Lawrence, we have had you before us as Mayor Lawrence 
on other occasions. We welcome you today. 

Before we get started, let me say just this: I do not want anything 
that I have said here with reference to Senator Bush’s statement to be 
taken as in any way criticizing or discouraging members from speak- 
ing up when they think the record is not complete and does not show 
the truth. 

As a matter of fact, what I want out of these hearings is a complete 
record which shows the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth. And if anyone, at any time, feels that it does not, 1 welcome 
his speaking up and making his objections known. 

Senator Busu. I want to congratulate the chairman on that state- 
ment. I think that is a splendid statement. 

Senator SparKMAN. It is the purpose of these hearings. 

Senator Busu. I agree. 

Senator SparKMAN. And may I say this, Senator Bush. You prob- 
ably were not here when we did this, but when this question came up 
about the units under construction, those under reservation, those 
under contract, and so forth, I asked that a full list of each category 
be supplied to us insofar as those that have been authorized and are 
under contract, to give us a full showing, not only of where they were 
and the number of units in each case, but also the degree of completion 
or construction, whatever stage they are in, so the record will show 
the whole thing. (Seep. 119.) 

Senator Bus. I think that will be very helpful. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID LAWRENCE, GOVERNOR OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Senator SparkMaNn. All right, Governor Lawrence, will you identify 
those who accompany you for the benefit of the record. 

Governor Lawrence. 

Governor Lawrence. Mr. Davlin will introduce them. 

Mr. Davin. They are J. Eric Jones, deputy secretary of com- 
merce; William Good, director of our redevelopment division; Joseph 
S. Martin, president, Pennsylvania League of Cities; myself, Wil- 
liam R. Davlin, the secretary of commerce; and Mr. D. W. Arndt, 
the president of the Pennsylvania State Association of Boroughs. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you. 

Will you proceed, Governor. 

Governor Lawrence. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, the invitation by the members of this committee to appear be- 
fore you is most welcome. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is 
deeply concerned with the problems being considered by this 
committee. 

I am here today because the President’s veto of the housing bill— 
as it was passed by Congress—will have a seriously damaging effect 
on the progress and development of many Pennsylvania communities. 

I sincerely hope the Congress will enact this legislation over the 
presidential veto. 

I am aware that the distinguished members of this committee have 
done a great service to the people of the Nation in their efforts to 
provide housing and urban renewal in those cities and towns which 
so desperately need these benefits, and need them now. The distin- 
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guished chairman of this committee, Senator Sparkman, as well as 
the other members, will long be held in high regard by the people 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylv ania for their unceasing efforts 
in our behalf. 

This is a program for people. The very basic need of people— 
housing, coupled with the clearance of slums—plus a prosperous 
dynamic economy—these are the things this bill encompasses. 

The presidential veto showed a lack of knowledge—I would ac- 
cuse no man of a lack of concern—but it showed a lack of knowledge 
and grasp of the problem affecting cities and towns of this Nation. 
People, and their cities and home towns of all sizes in Pennsylvania, 
will suffer by this veto. I urge the Congress to demonstrate its great 
constitutional power and override the veto. 

It has often been stated in the Nation’s press that President Eisen- 
hower has the distinction of never having had a veto overturned. I 
suggest to this committee that now is the time to do so; now is the 
time to assert the legislative function so carefully built into our 
Constitution, permitting the Congress to disagree. 

In my opinion, this is one of the most important pieces of domestic 
legislation which has come before the 86th Congress. To Pennsy]- 

vanians it is as important as foreign aid. 

Our own es need the aid, and they need it now. In Penn- 
sylvania, the planning and urban renewal programs are not limited 
to the big cties of Pittsburgh and Philadelphia. Our cities, big and 
small—like Erie, York, Altoona, Scranton, Windber, and Oil City— 
have a vast investment in this program. So, of course, has the 
Federal Government, which has backed every local dollar with $2 
of Federal urban renewal funds. 

At this moment, Pennsylvania has 51 communities, with populations 
ranging from 3 million to below 10,000, each participating in some 
phase of urban renewal. There are 85 projects. Many will grind to 
a halt in their efforts toward slum clearance if the Presidential veto 
is not countermanded by this Congress. 

I assure you that the people ‘of Pennsylvania were stunned and 
disappointed by the Presidential veto of this measure. To those of 
us so vitally interested in the bill as passed, there was the knowledge 
it had been subjected to severe scrutiny by the Senate and the House. 
The bill, as passed, represented the best. compromise thinking of a 
great cross section of experts, technicians, and the Congress. 

With the possible exception of depressed-area legislation—the job 
development program—there is no issue before the Congress of greater 
direct importance to Pennsylvania than the continuation of Federal 
aid for urban redevelopment. 

In Pennsylvania, we were and we are, vitally concerned with legis- 
lation in both fields. This is so because of the great economic changes 
which are taking place in many parts of the Nation—particularly and 
most dramatically in our State. 

In Pennsylvania, we have had a great shifting in our economic base. 
in the once-great lumbering industry, the policy of “cut out” and 

“get out” has stripped our land. A policy of forestry management 
is curing that blight. I might add at this point. 

The movement of our textile industry southward brought partial 
stagnation to many of our communities. 
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Our densely populated, urbanized northeastern counties have pro- 
duced this Nation’s “hard coal” anthracie. 

Thirty years ago, production of anthracite was at its peak: 150,000 
men were at work. Last year, only 20,000 jobs were left. 

Bituminous coal forms the rest of our coal picture. Production has 
held up better than anthracite. Yet new mining processes have con- 
sistently resulted in the output of more coal with fewer workers. 

What has happened to coal has happened to railroads. Railway 
shop and maintenance employment was the backbone of communities 
such as Altoona, Renova, and Dunmore. The arrival of the diesel 
engine and heightened competition from other sources drastically 
reduced employment. 

Pennsylvania is the arsenal of steel production, but modernization 
and automation are reducing employment opportunities in that great 
industry, which employs 150,000 Pennsylvanians—down by 36,000 
in the past 8 years. 

All these factors have had a damaging effect upon our ability to 
employ. Iam not here today to complain about these conditions, nor 
to ask Congress, alone, to solve these problems for us. 

I am here to report that in Pennsylvania, we have recognized many 
economic problems; we have recognized the ever-increasing threat of 
blight to a large number of our older communities, where, coinci- 
dentally, much of our unemployment problem exists. We are using 
every tool within our means to cure our own ills, to solve our own 
problems, and to keep Pennsylvania among the responsible elements 
of this great Nation. 

Pennsylvania for years has been the only State matching the local 
dollar for redevelopment so that the renewal of our communities 
might be accelerated. Since 1949, the State has appropriated $12 mil- 
lion toward this work, nearly $8 million during the past 3 years. 
Our present budget recommendations propose another $10 million 
for this purpose. 

Slowly, but certainly, we are overcoming our residential, industrial 
and commercial blight. It has had a most salutary effect upon our 
ability to bring new industries to Pennsylvania cities and to en- 
courage our established industries to remain and to expand. 

Industry, I am certain, will make its home in a community where 
it is convinced that the local leadership is responsible and progressive. 
It will flee surroundings that have become old and decrepit, if only 
because these conditions reflect the mood, temperament, and lack of 
pride of the people within that community. 

The work and planning we have done to date, and the investments 
we have made have been based on policies and programs conceived 
and devised in these very Halls of Congress, under the leadership of 
Senators Taft, Wagner, and Ellender. In 1949 the concept threshed 
out in the preceding 7 years became a bipartisan blue print for the 
future of American cities. 

Acting with the advice of the best authorities and technicians in 
the Nation, the Congress developed the method upon which hundreds 
of American communities—51 of them in Pennsylvania—have begun 
long-range planning for revitalizing their blighted areas. 

_In so many of these cities we are at the point of no return. Our 
citizens have spent months and. years solving some of their problems; 
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cities—and in the case of Pennsylvania, the State—along with the 
Federal Government have spent vast sums in planning, in land pur- 
chase, and in demolition. Slowly, but surely, we have seen the most 
seriously blighted portions of our cities and communities cleared 
and invigorated through urban renewal to bring these cities new in- 
dustry, new commercial activities, and to give their citizens new 
horizons. 

What I have said here of the basic need and the continuing con- 
tribution of our Pennsylvania communities and the Commonwealth 
itself, is well known to most citizens of our State. I would have 
hoped that the President, as a citizen of the Commonwealth would 
have been equally cognizant of that need and of our contribution— 
and that he would have grasped the concepts and impact of this 
legislation. 

‘Applications now on file from Pennsylvania cities with the Hous- 
ing and Home Finance Agency for Federal assistance for urban 
renewal total $45,941,612 for 14 projects. Seven of these projects 
have already received substantial State assistance. 

Added to these is a second category of 11 applications, those which 
are ready, or almost ready, for “submission to the Urban Renewal 
Administration. These applications total $58,676,773. Five of these 
have received State assistance. 

A third group of 11 applications for Federal assistance is also 
presently evident. These are applications on which preliminary work 
has been started and which will be submitted within the current fiscal 
year. This group totals $33,500,067. 

The sum of these three categories of requests indicates a total need 
for Pennsylvania of at least $138,118,454 of reservations for Federal 
redevelopment assistance during this fiscal year. 

It might be pertinent to emphasize at this point what the commit- 
tee already knows: that reservations of Federal funds are necessary 
for urban renewal projects to go ahead, but that reservations are not 
current expenditures. It will be several years before all the money 
will actually be disbursed. 

As soon as the news had been published on July 7 of the Presi- 
dent’s veto of the conference housing bill, administrators of our 
State-aided redevelopment program received requests from many 
Pennsylvania redevelopment authorities for action to save the bill. 

It is conceivable that no housing bill will be produced by this ses- 
sion of the Congress. But should this happen, I have tried to measure 
what its effect would be, at least upon the renewal program. 

We have in Pennsylvania 44 projects which are in the process of 
project execution. These projects have a Federal reservation suf- 
ficient to meet the Federal share of the estimated cost. The remain- 
ing projects, including the 36 in the categories listed, would be in 
serious jeopardy should no bill be enacted ; ; many would be postponed 
indefinitely. 

It may be pointed out that State assistance in Pennsylvania is 
based on a 1-to-1 matching basis with the local community. The State 
money is often used by the locality for planning and to save time at 
various stages during the progress of the undertaking. The overall 
time saving made possible Gattanen the start and completion of a proj- 
ect amounts to months. 


P 
fu 
th 
ne 
th 
fa 


ha 
an 
an 
in 


Wi 
wl 
an 
ur 


tic 
m 
sit 
th 
ex 


mc 
bil 
rec 
ect 


of 
is | 
rat 
wh 
gre 


ha: 
Sts 


pri 
iso 
dey 
zen 
by 


ine 


fins 
deg 
sho 


in 
rel: 
sib} 


aw 


al 


it - 
ry 
ot 
ey 


si- 
yur 
ny 
es- 
are 





PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8S. 57 303 


Just as important as the State investment, it should be noted that 
Pennsylvania’s communities have pinned their hopes for a brighter 
future on these urban renewal undertakings. They have invested 
their own money and facilities, too, and many have strained their fi- 
nancial resources to participate in this program. These efforts and 
these hopes all fall by the wayside should the Federal Government 
fail them now. 

Without a housing bill this session of Congress, not only will the 
hard-earned savings in time be lost through lack of Federal assist- 
ance, but the disappointment, stagnation, and damage to the owners 
and occupants of the affected blighted areas will be most serious 
indeed. 

Other effects of the failure of Congress to pass any housing bill 
will include the disappointment of the 70 Pennsylvania communities 
who have applied for Federal planning assistance under section 701, 
and all of the private, college, and other housing affected by the fail- 
ure of Congress to provide the FHA projects of the proposed bill. 

At this moment with the urban planning aid supplied under sec- 
tion 701 of the 1954 Housing Act, we have almost 100 communities— 
most of them in our distressed areas—at work, making comprehen- 
sive studies to eliminate the result of topsy-turvy growth, slums and 
the like, and to make themselves efficient and attractive for industrial 
expansion and better living. 

Briefly, our statewide renewal program will be retarded many times 
more than the 8 or 10 months’ minimum elapsed time before a housing 
bill could be produced by the next Congress. Some communities may 
require 2 years or more to regain their impetus, and some other proj- 
ects are liable to be dropped entirely. 

I cannot agree with the President that this housing bill, nor any part 
of the concept covered by this bill, is inflationary. On the contrary, it 
is the type legislation that, as I touched on : above, allows for the resto- 
ration of the old and middle-aged sections of our urban areas, most of 
which are suffering from either severe economic problems, or too rapid 
growth without proper planning. 

Urban renewal has prepared our communities for future growth; it 
has, in addition, been a tremendous stimulant to the economy of whole 
States and regions and, as such, can hardly be classed as inflationary. 

Most. importantly, it has stimulated the investment. of vast sums of 
private capital. Public housing can no longer be considered as an 
isolated entity. The urban renewal program is, to a large extent, 
dependent on ‘public housing. More and more, and properly so, citi- 
zens and organizations are examining the relocation problems created 
by all types of public improvements. Unless we can rehouse low- 
income families, urban renewal programs are bound to fail. 

Thus far, no other housing program, including FHA, section 221 
financing, has produced housing for low-income families in significant 
degree. Public housing—a part of the urban renewal package as it 
should be—isa tried and sure answer. 

The public housing provisions in the vetoed S. 57 were satisfactory 
in terms of the number of units authorized, and excellent in terms of 


Ta the tight Federal control and permitting greater local respon- 
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The version which came from the conference committee could have 
met our needs during the next 2 years. The improvement in pro- 
cedures and the increased flexibility of the program which the bill 
authorizes would help cities find low-income housing sites, presently a 
more difficult process than need be. 

In short, gentlemen, President Eisenhower’s veto of the housing bill 
is a cruel blow to Pennsylvania. It comes at a time when many of our 
urban renewal propects—especially in the smaller cities—are coming 
to maturity. 

It comes at a time when vast areas of urban blight are finally to be 
wiped out; when low-income families of those areas are at last to have 
modern, decent housing; when large acreages of blighted property are 
about to be converted into good areas of good housing; when fine, new, 
economically productive, commercial and industrial projects are about 
to spring up replacing slums; when municipalities are about to real- 
ize—through the renewal process—long-deferred needs for public 
buildings, parking, and recreational facilities. 

We are dealing here with nothing less than the economic rehabili- 
tation of the American city. We should approach that problem with 
the same kind of boldness that we put into the great river basin 
development projects, into the problems of our farmers, into foreign 
aid for the underdeveloped nations of the world—yes, into military 
defense itself. 

For all these reasons, gentlemen, once again, I urge you most ear- 
nestly and sincerely to take this matter into your own hands, and vote 
to override President Eisenhower's veto of the housing bill. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Governor Lawrence. 

Senator Capehart ? 

Senator Carenart. I have no question. 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Douglas? 

Senator Dovetas. I want to congratulate the Governor on his tes- 
timony. As mayor of the great city of Pittsburgh, where he had a 
great redevelopment program, he knows this problem at firsthand. 

Calling on your experience, Governor, as mayor of Pittsburgh, did 
you find that the rulings of the Housing and Home Finance Agency 
tended to hinder you in your work? Did they require excessive red- 
tape and changing of plans? 

Governor Lawrence. Yes, they did. 

Senator Dovetas. You found that. And this held back urban 
renewal projects. Did it hold back the construction of public housing 
units, too? 

Governor Lawrence. We had a certain amount of bureaucratic 
redtape and that sort of thing. 

Senator Doveras. And you favor loosening this sort of redtape so 
you may have a greater degree of local initiative? 

Governor Lawrence. Yes; thereby getting quicker action. 

I have here, Senator, the secretary of commerce of the State. 

Senator Dovctas. I wonder if someone else would be willing to 
testify to this as well. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Chairman, before we get to that—— 
Senator Sparkman. Senator Clark, 
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Senator CiarK. I wonder if we could be sure there appears in the 
record the list of Pennsylvania communities. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. That is given in his statement, and that 
will be printed. 
Senator CiarK. He did not read it. 
Senator SparKMAN. It will be included. 
(The list referred to follows :) 


COMMUNITIES IN PENNSYLVANIA PARTICIPATING IN SOME F'oRM OF URBAN 
RENEWAL 


Braddock, McKees Rocks, Rankin, Duquesne, Ambridge, Allentown, Pittsburgh, 
Bethlehem, Carbondale, Chester, Swatara and Susquehanna Townships in Dau- 
phin County, Darby Township in Delaware County, Easton, Erie, Farrell, Union- 
town, Brownsville, Connellsville, Harrisburg, Johnstown, Lancaster, Meadville, 
Monessen, Nanticoke, New Kensington, Oil City, Pittston, Reading, Scranton, 
and Windber, Turtle Creek, East Pittsburgh, Sharpsburg, Homestead, Altoona, 
Beaver Falls, Clairton, Chambersburg, McKeesport, Philadelphia, Pottsville, 
Sharon, York, Tarentum, Carnegie, Northampton Borough in Northampton 
County, Hazleton, Chickester Township in Delaware County, and Danville. 

Senator Douguas. I wondered if any of your staff would be willing 
to speak about the difficulties which have been thrown in the way of 
the localities by the Federal housing authorities, particularly in the 
fields of urban renewal and public housing. 

Mr. Davin. I am William Davlin, secretary of commerce in Gov- 
ernor Lawrence’s cabinet. 

In the field of urban renewal we have found statewide as the Gov- 
ernor described it, the normal, perhaps, amount of bureaucratic delay. 
However, we feel we have worked fairly well and come to a fairly good 
working relationship with them. 

On the field of public housing, with which Mr. Good here, of our 
redevelopment division, is somewhat more familiar, he might hav 
some more comments. 

Senator SparkMAN. Mr. Good, I wonder if you would speak to that. 

Mr. Goop. Mr. Chairman, I prefer to quote Mr. Albert Feronzo, 
who is executive director of the Pittsburgh Housing Authority. He 
did not go into particulars of difficulty with the Public Housing Ad- 
ministration, but he does say that it requires 18 months to 214 years 
from the application for public housing units to get those units avail- 
able for use. And that is due to the various complexities of dealing 
with the Federal Government and meeting their requirements. 

Senator Doveias. Do they require a change of plans from time to 
time ? 

Mr. Goon. Sometimes they do. 

Mr. Feronzo also says that although the lack of public housing 
may not be too great a hardship on the housing authority work, it 
will definitely tie up redevelopment work from this point on, because 
the public housing is definitely needed to house the people who are 
being displaced from the present slums. 

_Senator Dovenas. May I ask this: Do you find the Federal authori- 
ties not only requiring the submission of new plans, but also finding 
fault with the estimates of total costs? 

Mr. Goop. There are always differences on estimates, Senator. I 
would not know in detail how those differences work out. 
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Senator Doveras. I wonder if you would ask some of your munici- 
pal authorities to telegraph statements on this point, say from Phil- 
adelphia or Pittsburgh or some of the other larger cities. 

I do not know that you were in the hearing room when my good 
friend from Connecticut more or less threw down a challenge to 
Philadelphia and Chicago, asking us to explain why there had been 
delay in carrying out the construction of public housing units if, as 
we believe, they are needed. And your testimony would seem to 
indicate that the primary reason has been that the Public Housing 
Administration and Housing and Home Finance Agency itself are 
constantly requiring resubmission of plans and reestimates of costs. 

Would you say this statement of mine is an accurate statement ? 

Mr. Goon. It certainly embraces part of the truth. 

Senator Doveias. You mean that the situation is even worse than 
that ? 

Mr. Goon. No, sir. I wish to say this, that the fact that the local 
housing authorities have not rushed in pellmell to grab every author- 
ization that they could, and build it, indicates rather a local responsi- 
bility in this matter, and a decision to go ahead just as fast as necessary 
but no faster. 

Senator Doveras. But once the authorization has been granted, then 
there is a complaint there is slowness in construction, and it was to 
that point that I wanted to have you address yourself. 

Do you find unreasonable delay, unreasonable requirement of re- 
submission of plans, and so forth, required by the Federal authorities, 
which slows up the construction of the public housing? 

Mr. Goon. bn our State meetings of the housing authorities, there 
have been complaints of that nature. I do not have them detailed. 
I shall be glad to telegraph them and ask them to supply this com- 
mittee with this information. 

Senator Doveras. Thank you. 

Governor Lawrence, what is your impression on this point? You 
have had experience with it in Pittsburgh. 

Governor Lawrence. No; we have not had much experience with 
it there. We have had fairly good cooperation, and have no particu- 
lar complaint to make. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time, Joseph Martin, president of the Penn- 
sylvania League of Cities, is with us and has a statement to make 
embracing all the smaller cities concerned. 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Martin. I would like to convey the expression of the League of 
Cities of the great Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that we have gone 
on record on several occasions as definitely favoring continuation of 
legislation for housing and redevelopment. 

Senator SparKMAN. Before you leave that, may I ask you a ques- 
tion about the chart. It is rather interesting to me. 

You have two different kinds of redevelopment authorities. The 
circular marking represents the cities; the square represents the coun- 
ties. I am pleasantly surprised at the number of county authorities 
you have. 

Mr. Davrrin. Senator Sparkman, there are 16 of those county re- 
development authorities, and 31 of the city redevelopment authorities. 

In our Commonwealth, the boroughs operate through county re- 
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development authorities, or township groups through a county au- 
thority, and the cities have their own separate authorities. 

Thus, in the instance of a county authority there will be more than 
one community participating in a redevelopment program; a figure of 
53 communities, which is in the earlier part of the Governor’s state- 
ment. 

And we also would like to point out that obviously they are not all 
in Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, but even more importantly, up in the 
northeast, which is the great anthracite depressed area of Pennsyl- 
vania, there is an excellent start in redevelopment, and similarly in 
western Pennsylvania where the bituminous coal situation has also 
posed a problem of economic decline. Those communities are in the 
picture. 

We would like you to note the scattering through the central part 
of the State. 

Senator SparkMANn. I would like to insert the chart we have been 
talking about in the record. 

(The chart referred to will be found on the next page.) 

Senator SparKMAN. Sometimes there is the impression, I think, or 
the understanding of a lot of people, that urban renewal, slum clear- 
ance, isa problem of big cities. It is not exclusively so, is it? 

Mr. Davin. No, indeed. We have them below 10,000, and several 
in the 25,000 to 50,000 size; and except for the two great metropolitan 
areas, only two are over 1 million—only two of the whole group. 

Governor Lawrence. We have here William Arndt, president of the 
Pennsylvania State Association of Boroughs, to make a statement. 

Senator SparKMAN. Allright, Mr. Arndt. 

Mr. Arnpr. The Pennsylvania Borough Association asks that the 
Congress reconsider what has been done with respect to the veto of 
this Dill; and to have a new bill prepared, or re-present the old bill 
in the interest of the municipalities of the State of Pennsylvania. 

Many municipalities have gone to considerable expense in preparing 
projects based on the former bill. If they are dropped by the wayside, 
their expense will all be for naught. 

Pennsylvania is looking ahead ; we like to keep looking ahead. We 
need your assistance, and we expect to get some of it. 

Thank you. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mr. Arndt. 

Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. Governor Lawrence, you said in your statement that 
Pennsylvania for years has been the only State matching dollars for 
redevelopment so that the renewal of communities might be 
accelerated, 

I believe that possibly you are not aware of the fact that Connecticut 
is also one of those States that does offer assistance to localities, which 
we consider a very important thing. I have taken pleasure in con- 
gratulating my distinguished friend from Pennsylvania that your 
great State does do that. I believe New York State also does that. 

Governor Lawrence. I congratulate you and Connecticut for fol- 
lowing our lead. 

Senator Busu. I would like to say I appreciate the leadership, sir. 

Senator Doveias. Would my good friend yield just a minute? 
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Senator Busy. We are more interested in results than leadership, 
but we are glad to follow your leadership in this matter. 

Senator Doueias. Would you yield for just a minute? 

Senator Busu. I yield for just one question, no speeches. 

Senator Doucias. Does the Senator not agree with me that Gov- 
ernor Ribicoff and Governor Lawrence are both good Governors? 

Senator Busu. I have no reason to disagree with that. I thank the 
Senator for the compliment to our State. 

Governor, you are here urging an action by the Congress to override 
the veto, and you have pointed out the serious consequences, as you 
see them, of failure to enact housing legislation this year. 

We have two courses before this committee. One would be to at- 
tempt to override the veto, and the other would be to attempt to come 
out with a bill that would stand up and become law and provide a con- 
tinuation of the housing program in these various categories. 

In the field of urban renewal, for instance, S. 2378 would supply 
$600 million of new authorizations for the next 2 years, this year and 
next year, as against $900 million in S. 57 which has been vetoed. 

And in college housing, that bill calls for $200 million of new money 
as against the $300 million provided for in S. 57. 

In other words, the differences are relative. The recommendations 
of the administration have been somewhat more moderate. 

When I think of the President’s position, with the many demands 
upon him from so many agencies, in trying to balance the budget, I 
think of a grace that is sometimes said at our table, which my wife 
says, “Bless, oh Lord, this food to our use, and us to Thy service; 
and may we be ever mindful of the needs of others.” 

And I think the President’s problems is to be mindful of the needs 
of others, such as the veterans, who need $5 billion a year, and agri- 
culture which needs nearly $6 billion, and interest on the public debt, 
which is about $8 billion, and a few other things, including defense, 
which, with its related activities, is probably $45 billion. 

So I am sure that in part it is the needs of others which has had 
something to do with the decision of the President to veto this bill. 
But he wants legislation. 

To be perfectly realistic about it, nobody has suggested that this 
veto could be overridden. Even of those who think it might possibly 
be overridden in the Senate—and I feel that that is an impossibility 
myself; there were 31 votes against the conference report which was 
the last test on this, which would certainly not suggest that an over- 
ride was possible—nobody has suggested that the House of Repre- 
sentatives would override this veto. 

So what I plead with you is to think of this thing in terms of real 
ossibilities, and to use the great weight of your influence in the great 
tate which you represent, having in mind the pressing needs which 

you have described here, and help us to get through housing legisla- 
tion that it is realistic to expect we can get through and put into the 
form of law. 

I make that plea knowing your great influence in the Democratic 
Party, which is richly deserved, and the very great interest that your 
State has in these matters. 

My State has similar interest in all these matters. It is not nearly 
so large, and its budget does not run into nearly the sums that yours 
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does. But we have, like yourself, been leaders in following the urban 


redevelopment program since 1954. I doubt if any State has been far 
more aggressive in trying to do so; and we still have a great deal of the 


work to do. re 
So I make that appeal to you with all respect. I certainly thank oe 

you for the testimony you have given this morning, in which you cer- . 

tainly clearly point out the need for the continuation of these pro- 


gor 
grams. etiach out 
Governor Lawrence. Senator, you, of course, know the legislative on 
score here better than I do. In fact, I have difficulty in figuring it ies 
out in my own State with the legislature; just how they stand. And ‘ 
I do not know what your figures are on this. Hiss 
But we are interested in as much help as we possibly can get, and all 
we feel that measure of help is in the bill as it passed the Congress. for 
So if we could get that over the Presidential veto, that is exactly what duc 
we want. If we do not get that, then we move to something else. anc 
But we would rather have the first measure, because it would do more C 
good. I think it will help the economy generally and create a lot of tall 
employment throughout the country that will be of great benefit to tha 
many areas, particularly our State. rae 
Again, gentlemen, I want to thank you for the time you have given tha 
Pennsylvania, and it is good to see so many of my friends. aut 
Senator SparKMAN. May I ask you right there, with reference to syl 
the statement you have just concluded: Is it your feeling—as was 
expressed, I may say, by each of the mayors appearing before us— Pit 
that S. 57, which was the compromise bill the President vetoed, rep- dou 
resents just about the maximum of compromise that will do the job. A 


That we might consider it as a minimum ¢ 

Governor Lawrence. We felt, Senator, that when this compromise 
bill was agreed upon, it was the solving of the problem ; that we could 
go forward and that is what we would get. And we had a keen dis- 
appointment when that did not eventuate. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Douglas? 

Senator Dovetas. Did I understand you permitted statements by 
members of the committee ? 

Senator Sparkman. Certainly. 

Senator Doucias. May I say I listened with a great deal of interest 
to the statement by my good friend from Connecticut, in which he 
seemed to try to minimize the differences between his bill, recently | 
introduced, and the bill passed by Congress and vetoed by the Presi- 
dent. He minimized the difference as to urban renewal, which are 
considerable, and the differences as to college housing which are con- 


to ° 
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siderable. G 
But I noticed that, whether by inadvertence or design, he did not S 
mention the fact that his bill had no provision whatsoever for public G 
housing. S 
I would now like to address the distinguished Governor of Penn- | G 
sylvania and ask him this: Do you think an adequate program of S 
urban renewal can be carried through without some added provision G 
for public housing? peri 
Governor Lawrence. Oh, absolutely not. I thought I made that S 


clear. x 
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Senator Busu. I indicated earlier, and have several times, that so 
far as public housing is concerned, my mind is not closed. I made 
the statement before the Senator came this morning, and I have voted 
repeatedly for public housing since I have been on this committee with 
my good friend from Illinois. 

What we are trying to do with respect to public housing is, as our 
good friend the chairman says, get all the facts and the whole truth 
out about it, and then this committee should decide what todo. Maybe 
we can pass a bill to free up some of this “dead wood” and put it back 
in cinctiielite 

Senator Doveras. In comparison of the various alternatives be- 
fore us, I think it is important to realize the President wants to stop 
all future authorizations for public housing. There is no provision 
for future authorizations in the so-called administration bill intro- 
duced by my very good friend from Connecticut, Senator Bennett, 
and Senator Dirksen. 

Senator SparKMAN. Governor Lawrence, may I ask this: We were 
talking a few minutes ago about county units, and you explained 
that a lot of the slum clearance and the urban renewal projects were 
in relatively small places. I notice as part of those 134 applications 
that are ready to go, $272 million comes first of any urban renewal 
authorizations provided, and there are about 13 projects in Penn- 
sylvania. 

I notice Philadelphia, which, of course, is a big city; I notice 
Pittsburgh, which is a big city. And some of these others are un- 
doubtedly big cities. But let me ask you about their population. 

About what is the population of Altoona? 

Mr. Davuin. It is 77,000. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. What about Carnegie? 

Governor Lawrence. Seven or eight thousand. 

Senator Sparkman. And how about East Pittsburgh ? 

Governor Lawrence. That would be about the same. 

Senator Sparkman. Seven or eight thousand ? 

Governor Lawrence. It is an industrial town which is the home 
of Westinghouse Electric. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. How about Homestead ? 

Governor Lawrence. I would say Homestead would be about 
20,000. 

Senator Sparkman. About 20,000. 

How about McKeesport ? 

Governor Lawrence. That would be about 65,000. 

Senator Sparkman. About 65,000 ? 

Governor Lawrence. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. Pottsville? 

Governor LAawRENCE. 25,000. 

Senator SparKMAN. Sharon? 

Governor Lawrence. I would say 15,000 or 20,000. 

Senator SparKMAN. Sharpsburg? 

Governor Lawrence. That is a suburb of Pittsburgh, right on the 
periphery of the city. I would say not over 10,000. 

Senator SparKMAN. How about Tarentum ? 

Governor Lawrence. That would be about 7,500. 

Senator SparKkMAN. About 7,500? 
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Governor LawReNcE. Yes. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Wilkes-Barre? 

Governor Lawrence. Wilkes-Barre is a third-class city. It would 
be about 60,000, I would think. 

Senator SparKMAN. You mean populationwise, I presume. 

Governor Lawrence. Yes. 

Senator, so you see the picture, do you see the dot right in the 
middle of our map? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes. 

Governor Lawrence. That is in the Center County, which is right 
in the center of the State. Then, right below, you will see Franklin 
County, which adjoins Adams County, by the way, where the Presi- 
dent lives. They have one in there, in Franklin County. Chambers- 
burg is in that area. 

Senator Sparkman. How big is Turtle Creek ? 

Mr. Lawrence. It would be about 10,000. 

Senator SparkMANn. Well, that is the list. 

Senator Bus. Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator SparkMANn. Yes. 

By the way, there are the ones from Connecticut. You might be 
interested in that. 

Senator Busu. Yes, I am very much interested. The Senator has 
not given me any news about this. 

Senator Sparkman. I realize that. Senator Bush is one of the 
most active members of this committee, and I know it. 

Senator Busn. I want to point out that this is exactly what the 
President was thinking about when he spoke of the danger of the pro- 
gram drifting toward the large cities. That is what he said, and I 
am glad that the chairman is bringing out the fact that the smaller 
communities are very much interested in this. 

Senator SparKMAN. I am bringing out more than that. I am bring- 
ing out the fact that these will get theirs before a single big city can 
come in with a new application. This is part of the $272 million. 
That might not be news to the Senator from Connecticut, but it would 
be news to the President of the United States. 

Mr. Lawrence. We will be happy to send you the exact population 
of all of those towns so it is accurate. 

Senator SparKMAN. We will be glad to have it for the record. 

Senator Capehart ? 

Senator Caprenart. I think, so that we may clear up the record and 
so that we will have the facts before us on this controversy as to that 
portion of the President’s veto where he said a few cities could get 
all of the money, the facts are that the housing agency, prior to a year 
ago or less, normally handled these applications on the basis of “first 
come, first served.” I mean if the applications were filed, they took 
them in the order of being filed. That is what you call “first come, 
first served.” 

Senator SparkMan. Up to September 1958. 

Senator CarprHart. Yes, up to September 1958, when, of course, 
they did not have enough money so they started allocating, trying to 
allocate the money and spread it around. 

Senator Sparkman. And ration it. 
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Senator Carenart. And ration it. I think they called it rationing, 
rather than allocation. 

I was against the portion of the bill that talked about “first come, 
first served.” I thought it was wrong. But I would like to bring out 
the facts in connection with it and so that the record will be absolutely 
100 percent correct. That was the way the agency handled the matter 
prior to September 1959. They handled it on a “first come, first 
served” basis. Of course, up to that time they never had any such 
thing as a few cities getting all of the money because it was divided 
very, very widely, as one can see by the report just made here on 
Pennsylvania, these small cities you are talking about, so it really 
issomething that isn’t too serious. 

The law states that no State can get more than 1214 percent, but 
I think that the record ought to be straight on this subject. 

Senator SpPaRKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator CLark. Mr. Martin, how many cities belong to the Penn- 
sylvania League of Cities ? 

Mr. Martin. Fifty-one. 

Senator CLark. Do you remember the smallest in population—ap- 
proximately ? 

Mr. Martin. Ten thousand is the limitation; third class cities. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Arndt, how many boroughs are there in the 
Borough Association ¢ 

Mr. Arnpr. Approximately 940. 

Senator CrarK. About 940. Now some of those boroughs are 
larger than some of the smaller cities, are they not ? 

Mr. Arnpr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ciark. And you two gentlemen representing the League 
of Cities and the League of Boroughs are both urging us to attempt 
to enact this legislation over the President’s veto; is that correct? 

Mr. Arnpr. Yes. 

Senator CLrark. Governor Lawrence, in your experience, would I 
be stating the matter correctly that by and large, with very few ex- 
ceptions, this whole business of urban renewal has been conducted 
not only in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, but throughout the smaller 
communities in the State on a nonpartisan basis, with the members 
who were serving on the development authorities and the housing 
authorities, generally speaking, being leading citizens of the commu- 
nities who serve without pay and whose selection is not dominated 
by whether they happen to be Republicans or Democrats ? 

Mr. Lawrence. Every one of them that I know of is bipartisan. 

Senator CLark. Have you not found throughout the State very 
substantial support for these programs from the business community ? 

Mr. Lawrence. Yes. 

Senator CLark. Thank you, sir. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Muskie? 

Senator Muskie. Governor Lawrence, it is a pleasure to join in 
welcoming you to this committee. I would like to address your at- 


tention to just one portion of the President’s message, if I may. It 
reads as follows: 


Under present law cities can count streets and other local improvements which 
they had already intended to construct as a part of their share of the costs of 
urban renewal projects. S. 57 would extend these credits retroactively to in- 
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clude such improvements made by the cities up to 5 years before commencement 
of the project. 


I wondered whether you could tell us from your experience in 

Pennsylvania to what extent cities are in a position and do count as 
nart of their share of the costs projects which are brought into being 
fore the commencement of the renewal project. 

Mr. Lawrence. That would be very difficult to do, Senator, because 
we would have to know each and every case, each and every application. 

Senator Musxte. The testimony last week developed the point that 
this period under present law could run as much as 2 to 3 years. Would 
you say that that is an accurate figure ? 

Mr. Lawrence. I wouldn’t know. 

Senator Muskie. Do you suppose the members of your staff could 
comment on that ? 

Mr. Davin. Senator, again we can supply some specific data, but 
in general if those public improvements are in a project area that 
is approved by Washington and coincidentally for a status system 
for ourselves, those improvements are indeed accountable. Of course, 
we are talking about an area which is initially blighted. Conceivably 
a municipality “an plan something through that area in terms of a 
public improvement, but the basic streets, water, sewer, or whatever 
else might be involved are ipso facto a part of the project plan. 

Senator Musxre. I am interested in knowing to what extent the 
5-year provision of the bill is a liberalization of the current experience. 

‘Mr. Davirn. We would want to examine our projects. 

Mr. Lawrence. We would have to establish the separate projects 
and figure them out. 

(The following was received for the record :) 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
JOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Harrisburg, July 29, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Housing Subcommittee, 
Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR SPARKMAN: During the course of my testimony Monday on the 
veto of the housing bill, we promised to provide supplementary data to questions 
for which information was not readily at hand. 

You will find attached three exhibits supplying the above information, as 
follows: 

Exhibit A: Populations of Pennsylvania communities with urban renewal ap- 
plications on file with the Urban Renewal Administration; the same for com- 
munities to file applications in the near future, and the same for communities 
expected to file within this fiscal year ; 

oxhibit B: Informal comments reported from selected Public Housing Authori- 
ties in Pennsylvania regarding reasons for delays in construction of approved 
projects ; 

ixhibit C: A statement of our views as to the effect of the 5-year retroactive 
provision of S. 57 upon “cash” and total local contributions to urban renewal 
projects, including a tabulation setting forth such contributions on Pennsylvania 
projects already under loan and grant or in execution. 

I trust this additional information will be helpful to you in your further con- 
sideration of this absolutely vital legislation. Again, let me express my gratitude 
for the opportunity to come before you, and my admiration for the magnificent 
job you are doing. 

Sincerely yours, 


Davip LAWRENCE. 
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ExHisit A 


Total requests for Federal reservations now filed with URA or to be filed within 
12 months and population of the municipalities 


em a 0 a eg aad Rn eed a a $45, 941, 612 
On MINN re, UES oo 5 ot gs et ee ir eel ct aE 58, 676, 773 
ap emeentr R e 33, 500, 067 


Rr a ee ee 138, 118, 452 


REQUESTS FOR FEDERAL RESERVATIONS 


I. Applications in URA offices now dependent on new Federal legislation 
































Project identification | Amount | Population, 
requested 1950 
Oe ER NS ee ee ee eee | $4,750, 000 | 12, 363 
R-51 East Pittsburgh (East Pittsburgh Plaza)-...............-..--.---._---| 3, 200, 000 | 5, 259 
en ete, ati cebaimonbaceaasapeuenee | 1, 810, 000 7, 296 
ae ee UNNI URINE iy Ss 5 sesh den bins ehacnicasnna-senqucsbees wes} 1, 065, 000 10, 046 
R-56 Altoona (Juniata Area) Regional Federal Reserve__..-..---.-.------- wal 577, 186 | Tipkee 
P-67 Altoona (Central City) se uvenceenen Bocce cee Speketnececens 762, 000 77,177 
ee ee OE COON OOD Be. ok Sone skaccuncneuamodandboninabbakkine | 807, 776 51, 502 
a a acre wig in sins aici wichoea bia eee | 687, 493 23, 640 
P-86 Wilkes-Barre (Hazel Street) _...-.....-- aA Se deaeeteaee ieee ae 1, 888, 400 | 76, 826 
P-85 Carnegie (Carnegie project area)... .....-......................-......-- | 3, 700, 000 12, 105 
dee Wr SICNTIIR ED CN ORG TNE EEE SPOOR) 88 ooo ncn cn cee weeneccmnccsenances | 4, 484, 067 2, 071, 605 
a eS oe Cocca sewenccenbebeenceamat 3, 520, 167 2, 071, 605 
P-89 Pittsburgh (Allegheny Center project) -..........-.-...---------------- | 16, 364, 523 676, 806 
P-90 Tarentum (Tarentum project area)...................--2...2--.22 2. | 2, 325, 000 9, 540 
INI Bese hl ee oe oS See | 45,941,612 |.............. 
| 
Note: R—Projects with State assistance. 
P—Projects applying for State assistance. 
IT. Applications in process by local authority 
Project identification Amount | Population, 
requested | 1950 
: 
Sie NOUN: UTD RUIN UNC OMI a | 600, 000 | 17, 375 
R-48 Philadelphia (Independence Mall-Franklin) -_...-........--.---------- 40, 300, 000 | 2, 071, 605 
»-79 Philadelphia (University Area Drexel) ...-......----.------ os seo esaarennaenati 1, 533, 333 | 2, 071, 605 
Nee ee ee ee is Cmiasenintres nae now emelsmnnnite wine eioeaes 2, 600, 000 2, 071, 605 
any Sun neOnnnbeen tN TCOMOMEE OO CSIC nn ho oat oc aadebncukee cba cemmins 10, 000, 000 | 2, 071, 605 
enn cen Si Dc aciem manner nne ee Sanemepauern | 1, 174, 370 | 125, 436 
a a So oy emumaceobtesesssonweree 435, 970 | 26, 454 
ee ee a ee SR en en ee re ane | 860, 000 | 59, 953 
R-46 York (Center City) no figures available planning only--_-------------- Ss seieadic ‘ 59, 953 
ED iii ee EINES I ALES CNT RTA 604, 700 | 109, 320 
ee oc cneneoaenateoocaneenceediwnees 568, 400 109, 320 
I a Nt | 606 78: |..-.~-..--- fe 





Note.—R-projects with State assistance; P-projects applying for State assistance. 


III. Applications being prepared that will be submitted within 12 months 





} 





i 
Project identification Amount Population, 
requested | 1950 

Northampton County: Northampton Boro--.........--.-------------------- | $464, 000 | 9, 332 
ee ie ee ed ook oe ak ile ee cae thats 1, 200, 000 | 66, 039 
Hazelton _- re Ae ea ee eee eS a eee oe ee 800, 000 | 35, 491 
Delaware County: Chester Township. -............--.-..4----....-..-.-.- | 600, 000 | 3, 547 
eee CRMEISENT!  SOMRI WEIN sna csa-wecccccueecodbcnes aa 800, 000 | 6, 994 
NS a eae Be oe oe pitta cabtaia ea 500, 000 63, 232 
rns Pm Mn 6h 38 oes ees SA ees ee EN 1, 896, 067 |_- 

(Gate House) -- ee aa eae ES CTE. MR cin nia 60, 000 59, 953 
SAY SORIA, NS | 24, 000, 000 1, 515, 237 
Erie (Liberty-Sassafras) _ ____- E divas lente ang Rai aaa! 2, 730, 000 130, 803 
Fayette County: Uniontown (Old West Schoolhouse) -...........---.------- | 450, 000 | 20, 471 


Subtotal 
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ExHIBIT B 


DELAYS IN Bur=pine Low RENT PusBLic HOUSING 


In regard to an inquiry by Senator Paul H. Douglas as to why low rent public 
housing units that had been authorized had not been started, Governor Law- 
rence caused the housing authorities in Pennsylvania which had such author- 
ization to be queried. Nine of the authorities in Pennsylvania had active au- 
thorizations that had been issued more than 6 months ago. The statements of 
these authorities follow: 


Pittsburgh Housing Authority 

Delays in starting authorized low rent public housing are caused largely by 
“redtape” on the part of the PHA Development Section. The Development Sec- 
tion reviews and reviews plans, and delays work so long that by the time housing 
authority receives approval, the architects are working on other jobs and have to 
fit in authority work as best they can. This results in still further delays. 


Philadelphia Housing Authority 
Some delays due to city problems such as new highways which require defini- 
tive location before going ahead. There are the normal amount of problems 
with PHA regarding procedures, but the authority has no serious complaint. 
Some local factors contribute to delay in starting, among them being the diffi- 
culties in getting city approval of sites. 


Scranton Housing Authority 


Reviewing plans in Washington is time consuming, but the authority does not 
have too much difficulty with PHA. No local problems are delaying action. 


McKeesport Housing Authority 

Smoke control in McKeesport was the cause of delay in starting public hous- 
ing. The authority also had a problem of getting rid of garbage. Agreements 
with city officials, however, are being worked out. 
Allegheny County Housing Authority 

The start of construction was delayed by local problems of cost by about a 


year in clearing the PHA “redtape” and about a year in clearing local offices, 
Construction is underway now. 


Harrisburg Housing Authority 


Harrisburg has no problems. The authority has experienced no holdups and 
has had rather good cooperation from PHA. 
Erie Housing Authority 

The authority reported that this project was 3% years in the preliminary 
stage and felt that there was no excuse for such a delay on a project of 126 units. 
The authority said that while the New York office of PHA was handling its dis- 
trict, the PHA turned down the Erie site. Then regional office of PHA was 
shifted from New York to Washington and PHA insisted on a block plan which 
did not conform to cities such as Erie. It would have taken $50,000 more to 
comply with this requirement. The authority said that PHA regulations and 
the application of them were causing all the delay, one roadblock after another 
being thrown in its way. 


Westmoreland County Housing Authority 

The authority reported that it is now advertising for bids for construction 
and that the development program is in Washington now. 
Meadville Housing Authority 


Delays in construction were caused by the flood in January but currently demo- 
lition is underway and preliminary drawings have been submitted to PHA for 
approval. 

EXHIBIT C-1 


PROJECT FINANCING—INFORMATION REQUESTED BY SENATOR MUSKIE 


Governor Lawrence was asked three questions by Senator Edmund S. Muskie. 
They were: 

1. In your judgment, would the provisions of S. 57 contained in section 413(a) 
tend to reduce cash contributions by the locality in the future? 
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2. Would these provisions tend to decrease or increase total contributions 
by the locality? 

3. Based on Pennsylvania experience, what has been the average cash con- 
tribution, and what does the total contribution amount to? 

These questions appear to stem from the paragraph in the veto message which 
states: 

“Under present law cities can count streets and other local improvements, 
which they had already intended to construct, as a part of their share of the 
costs of an urban renewal project. S. 57 would extend these credits retroactively 
to include such improvements made by cities up to 5 years before commence- 
ment of the project. As it is, the local cash contribution has averaged only 
about 14 percent of the cost of acquiring and preparing a project site for devel- 
opment. S. 57 would reduce such contributions even further.” 

The information supplied by our more experienced redevelopment authori- 
ties is that the veto message embodies some misconception of the realities of 
city government and city finance on one hand, and of project financing on the 
other. 

The Redevelopment Authority of Erie points out that, once a street is built 
and underground services installed, these facilities are not thereafter rebuilt, 
but are only kept in repair. Rebuilding streets and providing new services to 
support a new use for an area constitutes capital expenditures that would not 
otherwise be made, and that these expenditures are a necessary cost of the new 
use. 

Erie also points out that, from the city point of view, there is a certain arti- 
ficiality in separating the local contribution into cash and noncash. The costs 
for the noneash contribution comes from city funds the same as the cash con- 
tribution. Of a $650,000 bond issue for redevelopment there, $500,000 was ex- 
pended for “noneash” contribution purposes. 

York points out that a long-term program requires a long-term capital im- 
provement program and that the 5-year provision, as embodied in 8S. 57 would 
permit a city to budget its outlay for capital improvements systematically and 
pay for more of them from the annual tax income rather than from bond issues. 
This protection of city finances from sudden strains would contribute signifi- 
cantly to sound fiscal management. 

Allegheny County comments that the 5-year provision of S. 57 is in keeping 
with the modification of the urban renewal concept embodied in the Housing Act 
of 1954 by which the cities were urged by the Congress to undertake programs 
for the entire community rather than project by project. The 5-year provision 
permits a municipality to advance with its overall renewal plans in an orderly 
manner, rather than by fits and starts. The primary difference the retroactive 
provision would make to the local contribution would be in the timing of the 
layout of the local cash, rather than in the share contributed by the locality. 

Pittsburgh advises that the retroactive provision would make little difference 
in the local contribution, but it would make a difference in when, or how soon, 
new facilities would be made available. For example, proposals for new schools 
are generally checked with the local redevelopment authority, and, if a project 
is in the offing, a wornout building may be continued in use until the project is 


developed, whereas, if retroactive credit were granted, a new school would be 


built now. 

Specific answers to Senator Muskie’s questions were: 

Johnstown.—The retroactive provision would not reduce the city’s cash con- 
tribution if it were applicable to the four projects the authority now has in 
process on contemplation. 

_ These provisions would not increase or decrease the total contribution by the 
city. 


ieee retroactive provision would not change the local cash con- 
ribution. 
The provision would not increase or decrease the city’s contribution. 
Philadelphia.—The retroactive provision would decrease the city expenditures 
at the time of project execution, but it would not change materially the total 
outlay for the project. The cash contribution might or might not be changed. 
The total contribution by the locality would not be changed. 


Pittsburgh.—The retroactive provision probably would decrease the local cash 
contribution to a minor degree. 


It would not increase or decrease the local contribution. 





318 PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 


York.—The retroactive provision would probably decrease the local cash con- 
tribution. It would not decrease the total local expenditures but it would spread 
them out over a longer period. 

It would not increase or decrease the locality’s total contribution to the 
project. 

Erie.—The retroactive provision could decrease the cash contribution, inas- 
much as the city has to pay for the noncash items, the terms “cash” and “non- 
eash” are a misnomer from the municipality’s point of view. 

It would not increase or decrease the total contribution by the city to the 
project. 

ExHIsBIT C-2 


Cash and noncash contributions for urban renewal projects in Pennsylvania 


Location Number | Local cash | State cash Total cash Noncash Total con- 
tribution 


TI ikieieenenions $5, 187,133 | $13, 536, 411 18, 724, 184 $11, 122,635 | $29, 846, 819 


Braddock ve 73, 074 425, 562 498, 636 415, 242 913, 878 
Harrisburg.-.-_-- 266, 718 559, 009 825, 727 , dll, 723 , 137, 450 
McKees Rocks ) 42,040 245, 427 287, 467 535, 676 923, 142 
Rankin. 104, 760 590, 610 | 695, 370 481, 606 , 176, 976 
McKeesport — 2 114, 429 333, 157 447, 586 85, 003 532, 589 
Beaver Falls | “2 55, 090 124, 734 179, 824 0 179, 024 
Scranton ~§ 0 208, 560 208, 560 107, 500 316, 060 
Uniontown 2 97, 342 160, 822 258, 164 62, 277 320, 411 
Uniontown. .--- 2 1, 956 43, 250 5, 206 0 45, 206 
Sharon ; 26 70, 459 140, 000 210, 459 25, 501 235, 960 
Erie -. Saeed’ banal : 74, 795 , 000 724, 795 503, 770 , 228, 565 
‘ 52, 441 53 , 441 , 882 0 104, 882 
Easton. ¢ 0 35, 700 35, 700 | 34, 700 70, 400 
i Set eT ‘ 5, 510 2, 108 , 618 46, 034 223, 652 
Carbondale : 75, 060 2, 700 977, 760 0 977, 760 
Duquesne 3: 0 53, 326 53, 326 , 492, 074 , 945, 400 
Monessen 36 233, 333 350, 000 583, 333 100, 000 683, 333 
Sharon 3g 51, 049 , 062 36,111 5, 250 141, 360 
TE <isenc ‘ 2, 250 38, 935 71, 185 264, 045 435, 230 
Clairton - ’ q 22, 362 fi4, 782 87, 144 35, 000 122, 144 
Scranton... 2 87, 974 | 589, 683 877, 657 , 501, 349 , 179, 026 
766, 823 | 225, 000 991, 823 363, 147 , 354, 970 
84, 592 293, 593 578, 185 9, 000 587, 185 
Lancaster , 612 859, 327 860, 939 857, 714 , 718, 653 
Turtle Creek f v0 , 151, 228 , 151, 228 973, 772 , 125, 000 
East Pittsburgh ; R-51 0 28, 309 28, 309 | 571, 691 , 300, 000 
McKeesport R-52 , 590, 000 , 600, 000 3, 190, 000 0 3, 190, 000 
Farrell R-54 58, 850 3, 850 32, 700 5,000 147, 7! 
Chambersburg R-55 60, 000 40, 000 20, 000 120, 000 
Altoona R-56 144, 197 , 197 288, 394 288, 394 
Swatara Tow nship. R-57 103, 250 13, 250 206, 500 206, 500 
Johnstown R-59 321, 213 8, 975 570, 188 » 76% 587, 950 
PRE  covccwwiweecece R-60 0 320, 000 320, 000 . 420, 000 
Connellsville R-61 57, 666 57, 666 5, 332 115, 332 
iad ileal P-67 98, 928 : aoe 197, 856 
Carnezie- | P-85 0 45, 5, 000 E 1, 635, 00 
Tarentum P-90 0 622, 2: 522, 2: 37, 78 , 060, 000 




















Senator Musxse. Then I would like your comment on the next 
sentence in the President’s message. He said, “As it is, the local cash 
contribution has averaged only ‘about 14 percent of the cost of ac- 
quiring and preparing a project site for development.” I would like 
to get out of the Pennsylvania experience first of all what the average 

cash contribution is and, secondly, what the total contribution amounts 
to. 

Mr. Daviry. We would add that and make here the comment that 
contributions in kind originally cost cash, but we could add that to 
our 

Senator Muskie. There are really no noncash contributions? 

Mr. Davutn. Yes. 

Senator Muskie. Then one further sentence in the President’s mes- 
sage: He said, “S. 57 would reduce such contributions even further.” 
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So I would like to have information on two points. First of all, in 
your judgment would this 5-year provision in the bill tend to reduce 
sash contributions in the future and, secondly, whether they would 
tend to reduce or increase total contributions by localities. 

Mr. Daviry. We will supply that, sir. 

Senator Muskie. Thank you. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, Governor Lawrence 
and gentlemen. 

A few minutes ago Senator Capehart had something to say about 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency and he raised the question 
about the expenditures, the expense of operating the HHFA. We 
have obtained—our staff has—from the HHFA over the telephone the 
cost of general agency supervision for the fiscal years 1948 through 
1959, and the estimate for fiscal 1960. Without objection that will be 
placed in the record at the point where Senator Capehart brought up 
the question. (See p. 298.) 

Before calling the next witness, I should like to place in the record 
correspondence that I have had with other Governors: Governor 
Rockefeller, of New York; Governor Brown, of California; Gov- 
ernor Collins, of Florida; the chairman of the Governors’ confer- 
ence; Governor Ribicoff, of Connecticut; and Governor Stratton, of 
Illinois. I had hoped there we might get a cross section of Governors 
representing different areas of the country and different parties. 
The correspondence will show that each of these replied. I think 
this should go in the record. 

(The correspondence referred to follows :) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 


July 16,1959. 
Hon. NELSON E. ROCKEFELLER, 


Governor, Albany, N.Y. 


DEAR GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER: As you undoubtedly know, on July 7 the President 
returned to the Senate, without his approval, the Housing Act of 1959, S. 57. The 
President’s message has been referred to the Committee on Banking and Curren- 
cy and, in turn, to the Subcommittee on Housing, of which I am chairman. 

Beginning on Thursday, July 23, the subcommittee will hold public hearings on 
the President’s message and his recommendations. After these hearings the 
committee hopes to make recommendations for enactment of an adequate housing 
bill during this session of Congress. 

As Governor of a great State which participates fully in Federal housing pro- 
grams, and as one who has demonstrated a personal interest in improving housing 
conditions, your testimony would be of real interest and value to the Subcommit- 
teeon Housing. On behalf of the subcommittee, you are most cordially invited to 
give us the pleasure of hearing your views. 

If you can arrange your schedule so as to appear on the morning of Monday, 
July 27, it will be most convenient to the subcommittee. For your information I 


am enclosing a copy of the President’s message, and I look forward to hearing 
from you at the earliest possible moment. 
Sincerely, 


JOHN SPARKMAN. 





OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR, 
STATE OF NEW YORK, 


Aibany, July 22, 1959. 
Hon. Joun SPARKMAN, 


U.S. Senate, Committee on Banking and Currency, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR SPARKMAN: Governor Rockefeller, who is temporarily absent 
from the State, has asked me to acknowledge and thank you for your invitation 
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to him to appear and testify before the Senate Subcommittee on Housing on 
July 27. 

New York has done much in the housing field, and Federal support has been 
an important factor. We also have extensive programs of our own that include 
low-rent public housing, slum clearance, and middle-income housing. This year 
we have launched a new program that we anticipate will attract substantially 
more private capital into middle-income housing. Governor Rockefeller’s admin- 
istration is vitally interested in measures which will help provide better housing, 
since the needs of the people of New York State are still great. 

However, he does not believe that his appearance before the subcommittee 
to discuss the Federal legislation would serve a useful purpose in this instance, 
This legislation has been thoroughly discussed at the Federal level and carefully 
analyzed by the Congress and the national administration. There are con- 
siderations involved, including the national fiscal implications of this legislation, 
that can best be evaluated by the Congress and the national administration. 

Governor Rockefeller has asked me to convey to you his sincere appreciation 
of your thoughtfulness in extending him an opportunity to express his views. 

Sincerely, 
MALCOLM WILSON, 
Acting Governor, 


STATE OF NEW YORK, EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Albany, July 21, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Banking and Currency, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR SPARKMAN: Governor Rockefeller has asked me to thank you 
for your letter of July 16 inviting him to appear before the Subcommittee on 
Housing of the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency on Monday, July 27. 

The Governor is out of Albany on a brief vacation. You will hear from him 
directly within a few days. 

In the meantime he wants you to know that he very much appreciates your 
thoughtfulness in writing to him. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. Terry, 
Assistant Secretary to the Governor. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
July 22, 1959. 
Hon. EpMuNpD G. (Pat) Brown, 
Governor, Sacramento, Calif.: 

Senate Housing Subcommittee begins hearings tomorrow on President’s mes- 
sage disapproving housing bill. President’s message and my comments being 
airmailed today. Subcommittee would be honored if you could appear and express 
your views upon the need for housing legislation. You can be heard any day July 
27 through 31, inclusive. Please advise me at your earliest opportunity. 

JOHN SPARKMAN, 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., 
July 23, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Member of the Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


I appreciate your wire of July 22 but find that my schedule precludes me from 
accepting your invitation to testify before your Subcommittee on Housing Legis- 
lation. I hope we will have an opportunity to personally get together in the near 
future. 

Best regards, 


EDMUND G. Brown, Governor. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
July 22, 1959. 
Hon. LeRoy CoLuins, 
Governor, Tallahassee, Fla.: 


Regret your inability to attend hearings of Housing Subcommittee on Presi- 
dent’s veto message. Will you designate some other representative of the na- 
tional Governors’ conference. Witness can be heard any day July 27 through 31, 
inclusive. Please advise me at your earliest opportunity. 

JOHN SPARKMAN. 





TALLAHASSEE, Fia., July 23, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on House Senate Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, Washington, D.C.: 


Reurtel July 22 since neither Governors’ conference nor its executive com- 
mittee has adopted any position on housing bill. I have no authority to desig- 
nate anyone to testify for Governors’ conference. This a matter which properly 
would be subject for each Governor individually to determine unless or until 
conference action is taken. 

Regards, 
LeRoy CoLiins, Governor. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 


July 16, 1959. 
Hon. LERoy 8S. Coiiins, 


Governor, Tallahassee, Fla. 


DEAR GOVERNOR COLLINS: As you undoubtedly know, on July 7 the President 
returned to the Senate, without his approval, the Housing Act of 1959, S. 57. 
The President’s message has been referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency and, in turn, to the Subcommittee on Housing, of which I am chairman. 

Beginning on Thursday, July 23, the subcommittee will hold public hearings 
on the President’s message and his recommendations. After these hearings the 
committee hopes to make recommendations for enactment of an adequate housing 
bill during this session of Congress. 

As Governor of a great State which participates fully in Federal housing 
programs, as chairman of the Governor’s conference, and as one who has demon- 
strated a personal interest in improving housing conditions, your testimony 
would be of real interest and value to the Subcommittee on Housing. On behalf 
of the subcommittee, you are most cordially invited to give us the pleasure of 
hearing your views. 

If you can arrange your schedule so as to appear on the morning of Monday, 
July 27, it will be most convenient to the subcommittee. For your information 
Iam enclosing a copy of the President’s message, and I look forward to hearing 
from you at the earliest possible moment. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN SPARKMAN. 


TALLAHASSEE, Fia., July 21, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on House Banking and Currency Committee, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Reurtel July 16. Appreciate invitation to appear before your committee on 
Monday, July 27. Reference Housing Act, S. 58, vetoed by President. Regret 
however, that it will be impossible for me to be there. I have just returned 
to my office after an absence of 4 weeks, and tremendous volume of work which 
accumulated in my absence, as well as necessary preparations for report to 
the President and to the national Governors’ conference on our Russian trip, 
make it impossible for me to get away. 

Regards, 
LeRoy Coiiins, Governor. 
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U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
July 22, 1959. 
Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, 
Governor, Hartford, Conn.: 


Senate Housing Subcommittee begins hearings tomorrow on President’s mes- 
sage disapproving housing bill. President’s message and my comments being 
airmailed today. Subcommittee would be honored if you could appear and 
express your views upon the need for housing legislation. You can be heard 
any day July 27 through 31, inclusive. Please advise me at your earliest 
opportunity. 

JOHN SPARKMAN, 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Hartford, July 24, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR: Thank you for your invitation to appear at the Senate Hous- 
ing Subcommittee hearings. 
I deeply regret that other commitments, made long in advance, for the 
period outlined by you, make it impossible for me to be present. 
Sincerely, 
ABE RIBIcoFF, Governor. 





U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 


July 22, 1959. 
Hon. WILLIAM G. STRATTON, 


Governor, Springfield, Il.: 

Senate Housing Subcommittee begins hearings tomorrow on President’s mes- 
sage disapproving housing bill. President’s message and my comments being 
airmailed today. Subcommittee would be honored if you could appear and 
express your views upon the need for housing legislation. You can be heard 
any day July 27 through 31, inclusive. Please advise me at your earliest 
opportunity. 


JOHN SPARKMAN, 


SPRINGFIELD, ILL., July 25, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Thank you for your invitation to appear before the Senate Housing Subcom- 

mittee. Deeply regret previous commitments will prevent my appearance. 
WILLIAM G. STRATTON, 
Governor of Illinois. 

Senator Sparkman. I will call on Senator Douglas to present our 
next witness. Senator Douglas? 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it 
is both a pleasure and honor for me to introduce the very fine mayor 
of Chicago, the Honorable Richard J. Daley, who is also the newly 
elected president of the U.S. conference of mayors. He is speaking on 
behalf of both the city of Chicago and the U.S. conference of mayors. 

I can certainly testify that Mayor Daley has been very active in 
promoting both the public housing in Chicago, where we have a very 
serious problem of urban blight. I think in addition to his general 
testimony he can tell us something of the difficulties and triumphs 
which he has experienced. I believe that he can answer some of the 
challenging questions which Senator Bush raised earlier in our meet- 
ing and will show how the problem of construction has been made 
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more difficult, rather than less difficult, by the redtape and obstacles 
which have been thrown in his way by the Federal Housing Agency. 

It is a great pleasure to introduce Mayor Daley, who is accom- 
panied by Mr. James Downs, chairman of the board of Real Estate 
Research Corp.; Mr. E. B. Mackelmann, director of urban renewal of 
the city of Chicago, and Mr. Ira Bach, commissioner of the Depart- 
ment of Planning, city of Chicago. 

Mayor Daley. 

Mr. Datry. Thank you very much. 

Senator SparKMAN. Gentlemen, we are very glad to have you with 
us. Mayor Daley, has been with us before and we welcome you back, 
especially in your capacity of president of the mayors’ conference. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD J. DALEY, MAYOR, CHICAGO, ILL., 
PRESIDENT, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 


Mr. Datey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Richard J. Daley, mayor of Chicago, and I am also president of the 
U.S. conference of mayors. 

I wish to take this opportunity to express my appreciation of the 
leadership which you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of your com- 
mittee have given to the continuing development of an adequate hous- 
ing and urban renewal program for the country. 

These public hearings have already proved to be of inestimable 
value, for the testimony given by the mayors and other witnesses, and 
the questions arising out of the testimony, have served to set the 
record straight. The witnesses who have preceded me and the state- 
ments by members of your committee make it unnecessary to dwell 
on specific details. 

These public hearings are not concerned with the specific merits of 
one bill as against another, but with a far more important issue. 

The urban renewal program as approved by the Congress of the 
United States and endorsed by the U.S. conference of mayors has 
been characterized as “inflationary” and “extravagant.” And it was 
further charged that it would “displace private financing” and that 
it would “only serve the large cities of the Nation.” 

This characterization of the urban renewal and housing bill adopted 
by the Congress touches the fundamental philosophy of urban re- 
newal. It implies a lack of understanding of just what the urban re- 
newal and housing program is and what its objectives are. 

To the people of the United States this is the important issue. 

In S. 57, Congress presented a balanced and fairly comprehensive 
program including urban renewal, public housing, college housing, 
and housing for the elderly. 

May I point out that S. 57 in itself was a compromise when com- 

pared with the bills passed by the Senate and the House before—and 
these bills, in turn, represented limited programs when compared 
with the need established by the surveys of the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors and others earlier this year. 
_ There is no program as effective toward stimulating private financ- 
ing and private enterprise as the urban renewal program. In my own 
city, our urban renewal projects have served to directly encourage 
and attracte private investment. 
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The Lake Meadows project, which contains some 2,000 dwelling 
units, a commercial shopping center, a park, a school, as well as a 
church, where once there was a blighted area, was developed by the 
New York Life Insurance Co. under the urban renewal program. 

The Lake Meadows project paved the way for the Michael Reese 
Hospital project, for the adjacent Prairie Shores Apartment House 
project, and for the expanded campus of the Illinois Institute of 
Technology—projects which involve millions of dollars of private 
investment. 

Underlying the Hyde Park-Kenwood Conservation project on the 
South Side is the direct participation of private enterprise. 

At present, private industry is building homes, a shopping center, 
and at the end of this week will have its groundbreaking ceremonies 
for two highrise buildings. 

Some 20 banks , mortgage bankers, and savings and loan associa- 
tions, have assured the city that they will make available $30 million 
in loans to local property owners living in the Hyde Park conserva- 
tion area. 

It is universally true that the cost of local government is supported 
primarily by property taxes. The protection of this source of 
revenue is vital to the welfare of our cities. 

The Chicago Land Clearance Commission has underway 22 projects 
comprising approximately 733 acres. These projects include resi- 
dential, commercial, industrial, and institutional developments. It 
is estimated that when these projects are completed the tax yield will 
increase from $1,400,000 to nearly $6 million. 

This pattern is being repeated throughout the Nation. In a survey 
of 123 cities having a total of 294 urban renewal projects, taxes before 
redevelopment were $26 million while taxes after redevelopment are 
estimated to be a total of $93 million. 

For example, it is estimated that the southwest redevelopment proj- 
ect being carried on in the District of Columbia will bring in $3,430,- 
000 in taxes after redevelopment, compared to $451,000 before rede- 
velopment. 

It is generally true in our country that a substantial part of the 
cost. of local government has been borne by downtown real estate. 
Any substantial curtailment of this source of revenue would directly 
affect the vital services given to the residents of our cities. 

The urban renewal program provides the most positive method of 
making certain that these revenues are not diminished. 

For example, in Chicago we completed in August of 1958 the cen- 
tral area plan which calls for an expenditure of about $114 billion, 
80 percent of this by private enterprise. 

The plan has received the enthusiastic support of nearly every rep- 
resentative group in our city, the Chicago Real Estate Board, the press, 
and responsible community and civic groups. 

This kind of urban renewal program is being repeated in many 
cities of our Nation, and I know that you are familiar with them. 
These are among the reasons the chambers of commerce, real estate 
boards, and other commercial and industrial associations are giving 
their wholehearted support to the urban renewal program. 

The Chicago Association of Commerce and Industry has consist- 
ently been in favor of the urban renewal program and has actively 
participated in its development. 
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A few months ago, the association declared: “As long as public 
improvements displace local citizens, as long as migration from rural 
areas to urban centers continues unabated, and as long as local and 
State governments are left without adequate taxing resources, the Fed- 
eral Government cannot escape a share in this responsibility.” | 

The experience of the last 20 years has demonstrated conclusively 
that these projects, whether it be the building of a commercial devel- 
opment or the building of homes in a blighted or conservation areas, 
could not be carried on by private enterprise alone. ‘ 

Without public action in acquiring the properties, relocating the 
families, demolishing the buildings, preparing the sites for redevel- 
opment, giving financial assistance, private enterprise could not. play 
a dominant role in this vital program. 

The question is sometimes raised: “Why doesn’t the city local govy- 
ernment undertake these projects with its own resources?” We are 
certain we speak for al] the mayors when we declare that we would 
be only too willing to do so. 

However, the incressing requirements of the Federal Government 
for purposes of national] and international security tend to limit the 
tax resources available te municipalities. 

Federal income taxes to support the national] defense and service of 
the national debt, and State sales and income taxes to support educa- 
tion, highways, and welfare programs, have deprived the cities of any 
revenues except those provided by property taxes supplemented by a 
variety of makeshift revenues. At the same time, the c'ties have been 
called on to provide more and better services and facilities to a stead- 
ily increasing population, 

It is the citizens of our metropolitan areas who contribute most 
heavily to the Federal and State Governments. In urging that the 
State and Federal Governments participate in the financing of the 
urban renewal and honsing program, the cities are only asking for 
equitable treatment and for the continuance of a program which will 
create more taxable values and help to relieve the individual taxpayer 
by enlarging the tax base. 

There is probably no greater need in our cities throughout the 
Nation than an additional supply of middle- and low-income private 
housing. Builders have found that land costs in the central city are 
very high and land acquisition extremely difficult because of the 
density of population and the economic development of the metro- 
politan area, 

In Chicago, the central area plan provides for the construction of 
50,000 private housing units. Developers have already indicated 
their interest in this program and have presented tentative plans. 

The success of these plans depends on the continuation and expan- 
sion of the urban renewal program. This is true in most of the large 
cities in our Nation. 

The success of the urban renewal program ean be measured by the 
determination and the spirit of the residents to participate in the 
program. In Chicago there are 30 community conservation boards 
financed by property cwners, tenants, and businessmen, whose sole 
a toy is to conserve the area in which they live. 

They are devoted to bringing about improvements necessary to 
make their neighborhoods better places in which to live and to main- 
tain and raise the standards of their communities. 
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They know that to postpone the program of urban renewal only 
invites blight, for it is this program that blocks the path of corrosion 
and deterioration of neighborhoods. 

I wish it were possible for Members of Congress to be present at 
the meetings of our community conservation groups. There can be 
no better justification for the expansion instead of the curtailment of 
the urban renewal program. These men and women meet regularly, 
working enthusiastically for the future of their families in these 
neighborhoods. 

At these meetings, people representing every walk of life, work 
hand in hand toward the single objective of making their neighbor- 
hoods better places in which to live. They are busy encouraging the 
repair of homes and apartment buildings in their neighborhoods, 
They work against overcrowding. They are organized into indi- 
vidual blocks in cleanup campaigns. 

Throughout Chicago, and particularly in those areas where there 
are urban renewal programs, people are investing in their own homes 
from their own resources, their personal savings. 

This is the highest kind of private enterprise and private initiative, 
This is probably one of the greatest contributions of the urban renewal 
program. 

At the annual conference of mayors held recently, mayor after 
mayor gave evidence as to the support and enthusiasm of the people 
for urban renewal programs. 

In Chicago, the voters have approved bond issues totaling $55 mil- 
lion for urban renewal, conservation, slum clearance, and relocation 
housing. ; : 

The people of Chicago recognized the importance and the value of 
a broad city building and rebuilding program when they approved in 
1957 bond issues totaling $133 million for parks, playgrounds, for 
streets and sewers, and other community facilities. 

In its corporate budget, the city of Chicago has emphasized the 
programs which relate to urban renewal. The budgets of such de- 
partments as the department of buildings and the new department of 
city planning have been increased from year to year. To give just 
one specific example, the appropriation for the demolition of indi- 
vidual dangerous and dilapidated buildings has been increased from 
$6,000 in 1949 to $500,000 in 1959. 

Chicago has passed new ordinances or brought up to date existing 
ones, such as the zoning ordinance, the building and housing codes, 
and an ordinance requiring the registration of multifamily struc 
tures, to mention the major ones. 

In connection with the vital program of rebuilding our commun 
ties, there is little disagreement on the need for liberalization of the 
section 220 program—in order to make it more workable in urban 
renewal areas. 

As to section 221, which applies mortgage insurance for private 
relocation housing, we have testified before that the present cost limi 


tations are unrealistic. We recommended last January that the limit} 


be increased to $14,000, but even $12,000 would be beneficial. 

There is no doubt that for various reasons the FHA program 5 
not as effective as it should be in the central areas as it is in the out 
lying areas. This may be due in part to the way the act is presently 
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written and would be greatly remedied by the amendments proposed 
to S. 57. 

The fact is that the general policy of the FHA is inconsistent in 
that it serves to encourage people to move from the cities while at the 
same time it seeks to give opportunity for homeownership and general 
improvement of housing conditions to the greatest number of people. 
In Chicago this situation has improved somewhat because the urban 
renewal program has encouraged greater investment. 

The need for public housing throughout the Nation has been dis- 
cussed thoroughly by previous witnesses. Chicago has taken full ad- 
vantage of the public housing program, and our immediate needs are 
being met. 

There is no question, however, that with our urban renewal pro- 
gram and our vast program of public works and highway construc- 
tion we will require more units. Relocation housing is essential to 
the improvement plans of all cities. We have particular responsi- 
bilities toward low-income families whose needs otherwise will not 
be met. 

The need for public housing should not prevent us from seeking 
to constantly improve our present statutory and administrative re- 
quirements. Certainly in the years that have passed since the first 
provision for public housing was made, there have been many changes, 
and we should strive to adjust the program to existing conditions, 
keeping in mind the experience we have accumulated over those years. 

This desire for constant improvement should not only be evident 
in public housing, but throughout the entire program. 

In this connection, I would lke to call the attention of the com- 
mittee to its report of February 3 which stresses the serious short- 
age of data and information on the housing needs throughout the 
country and recommends that the necessary appropriations be made, 
and that action be taken to develop the housing research program, 
nationally and locally, which was included in the Housing Act passed 
by the 80th Congress. 

We have become an urbanized people and we have an urban econ- 
omy. Two-thirds of our people, three-fourths of our industrial jobs, 
and more than half of our national real wealth, are located in metro- 
politan areas. One hundred million of our people live and work 
in 168 urban areas. 

To impose the necessity of creating new waterworks, new drainage 
systems, new schools, and new highways across an ever-widening met- 
ropolitan area, while permitting the tremendous investment we already 
have in our cities to rot is wasteful and inflationary. 

The urban renewal program is the only sensible and prudent method 
of curbing inflation by conserving and utilizing the costly installa- 
tions and institutions in the central cities. 

The chief executives of our cities are aware of their problems. 
They are not problems of stagnation. They are problems of dynamic 
growth, of a growing urban society, affecting the overwhelming ma- 
jority of their people. 

The mayors of these cities, big cities and small cities, in every section 


of our country, are working on these problems with the support of 
their people. 
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In an address on June 16, the former Commissioner of the Urban 
Renewal Administration, Richard Steiner, stated : 

There are nearly 400 cities with which the Urban Renewal Administration 
has contracts for about 650 projects. In what is supposed by some to be a 
big city program, half the cities have a population of less than 30,000. 

The people of our country have supported the tremendous expendi- 
tures needed for national defense, for the farm program, and for the 
highway program. 

But none of these vital and essential programs can be isolated from 
the program to renew, rebuild, and revitalize our cities. 

The productive capacity, the purchasing power, the backbone of 
our economy, are in the urban communities of our country. The 
urban renewal program is a program for all the people of the Nation. 

To sum up, urban renewal stimulates private enterprise, increases 
tax revenues, protects and expands our economy, provides better living 
conditions for millions of our people, and is a genuine contribution 
to the cause of peace and the defense of our country. 

Sometimes the constant use of a word robs it of its true meaning. 
The language of urban renewal, which speaks of projects and develop- 
ment, of conservation and building, of planning and capital improve- 
ments, of mortgages and interest rates, tends to cloud what we are 
really concerned about, and that is people. 

The purpose and intent of the urban renewal program, of com- 
munity conservation, is not purely economic. It is to provide an 
environment which will permit our people and their families to 
enjoy the opportunities that our way of life can and should give to 
them. 

Chicago, like many other cities, is a city of neighborhoods. There 
are no isolated communities. Blight is not a threat to only one area 
or one group of people; it is a threat to all of the people. Blight is 
not a threat to only one city or group of cities; it is a threat to all. 

As president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors I am not here to 
represent banks, commissions, investors, builders, or planners. We 
are here representing our great urban population. It is to meet the 
genuine and urgent needs of our people that is the fundamental rea- 
son why city and State governments have undertaken joint programs. 
This is the basic reason why the Congress of the United grates has 
given such active support to the urban renewal program. 

It is in this spirit that we present this resolution adopted by the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors on July 15, 1959, urging that “the Con- 
gress insist that any extension of guarantees to the private housing 
market also include the minimum program for urban renewal and 
public housing set forth in S. 57 as previously approved by the 
Congress.” 

In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, this is not a partisan issue. There 
is no partisanship about urban renewal or public housing in the great 
city of Chicago or in the cities of the Nation. On the contrary, this 
is the great public question, and I would like to point out that the 
resolution adopted by the conference of mayors in Los Angeles was 
unanimously adopted by all of the mayors in a vote properly pre- 
sented by the chairman. 

In my humble opinion, I know that the Members in this great 
Congress will rise to the challenge and to the occasion in 1959 whieh 
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besets a great part of this great country. The plight of our cities 
and the stagnation and deterioration of the cities did not happen 
overnight. You and I know what we are attacking here is a problem 
that has been with us some time, but thanks to the enlightenment, 
to the courage of the Members of the Congress, as well as our govern- 
ment, both nationally, State, and locally, they are now arising to 
the occasion and pointing out the necessity of a decent home for every 
citizen. 

As to public housing, the city of Chicago is taking advantage of 
the allotments that have been given to it by the Federal Government 
and will continue to do so, because we feel a major part of the total 
redevelopment of any urban renewal program is to provide for those 
people who cannot provide private housing for themselves. We point 
out that we now have approximately 19,000 public housing units, 
over 1,000 under construction, 4,500 land acquisition and in the 
process of construction, but, very frankly and honestly, and I don’t 
come here before this committee complaining of any particular agency, 
but to set the record straight and we will furnish this committee with 
documented dates and with communications back and forth from 
the Federal Government where we have been prevented from going 
ahead with those projects that are now allotted to the city of Chicago. 

For instance, over a year ago, Mr. Chairman and gentleman of 
this committee, we appeared in Washington pointing out to the Fed- 
eral authority the need for four-bedroom homes, saying that many 
of the people on the list in the city of Chicago had large families. 
You know we are a city of large families because of its very nature. 
We were told by the Federal Government there would be cooperation. 
This is almost a year later and we still have not the approval of four- 
bedroom housing units in the city of Chicago. 

Likewise, we have constant harassment and difference of opinion 
on architectural plans in the desire to try to improve what is now 
public housing, in the desire to try to make it not only high risers, 
but also walkup and row houses. But in my humble opinion a con- 
siderable improvement could be made by this committee and by this 
Congress if there were some clear-cut rules under which the local 
government could operate. 

We find in many instances the regional office is not permitted to 
approve or to reject or to consult or consider our plans. In my 
opinion it is high time the Federal Government confers with local 
communities and tells them what to do before they spend months and 
months and years in preparation of architectural plans, and of engi- 
neering plans, assume all costs of site construction, and then be told 
“No” after a year, and a year and a half, of delay. If we are to be 
charged with the 10,000 units, we would like to build them in 1959 
and we are ready to build them if we are given the approval and 
consent of the Federal Goverment to go ahead with the projects we 
now have under consideration. 

We have 20,000 people on the waiting list in the city of Chicago. 
Ten thousand of them are estimated to be eligible families which we 
would like to move into public housing tomorrow morning. We do 
not see public housing as something completely opposed to private 
enterprise; we see public housing working hand in hand with the 
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Federal Government and with private enterprise in order to take 
care of those poor individuals that can’t take care of themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, I am thankful for the opportunity of appearing 
before this committee and I know, having served in a legislative body, 
all we can do is vote our own conscience. If the Members of the Senate 
will vote their own consciences, I believe they will vote to override this 
veto. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mayor Daley. 

I want toask you just a couple of questions and then I will recognize 
the other members of the committee. I was interested in that portion 
of your statement in which you discussed the tax revenues that may be 
expected from redevelopment projects. I think that is most interest- 
ing and is something that people should know about. 

There was one question I wanted to ask you though. Do you have 
any information as to the return of F ederal tax on those areas? You 
give the local tax, the tax that would come to the State and to the city 
as a result. I was just wondering where the Federal Government 
would come in. 

It has been estimated that increased revenues from the redevelop- 
ment property could be expected to reimburse the Federal Government 
within a period of about 15 years, if I remember correctly—approxi- 
mately 15 years. Have you made any study as to the return to the 
Federal Government? It seems to me it might be a most interesting 
project for the conference of mayors to study. You can make a very 
fine story here. It is the return of the money put into it, but we want 
to find out something about what happens to the Federal Government 
as to the money that it puts into it. I think that if that estimate is 
justified by the facts, that the Federal Government can reasonably 
expect a return of its own investment in about 15 years. It would be 
a very telling fact to add to the ones that you have already presented. 
So I should like to suggest that the conference of mayors pursue that 
study and supplement what they have done here in the question of 
taxes. 

Senator Dovetas. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SparkMAN. Yes. I just wanted to ask one or two more 
questions along the same line. 

aig waned Dovetas. The mayor has with him as one of his advisers 
Mr. James Downs, who is one of the country’s most skilled experts in 
this field. 

Senator SparKMAN. Maybe he could give us some idea on that. 

Mr. Downs. I don’t know that there has been a definitive study 
in which this has actually been measured, but the rehabilitation and 
the effervescent rise of families who get into good housing ean in- 
escapably not help but bring up their income and hence taxable re- 
sources to the Federal Government. 

Senator SparKMAN. As well as the businesses, the commercial proj- 
ects, that go into the area. 

Mr. Downs. That is correct, and as it applies to urban renewal, of 
course, there is always a tremendous upsurge of all types of activities 
and all types of revenue-producing business. 

Senator Sparkman. I am talking about urban renewal; that is, 
redeveloped areas within urban renewal. 
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Mr. Downs. That is correct. There would be no disputing that 
fact, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mayor Kelley, and her point that you brought 
out that I think some attention is going to be given to more seriously, 
more comprehensively than ever has been the case in the past, is the 
ever-diminishing area of taxation left to the local government, the 
States included. As you point out, the Federal Government has in- 
vaded this field and now is trying to push itself further and further 
in by means of sales taxes and gasoline taxes. The local government 
just doesn’t have very much room left, does it ? 

Mr. Datey. The local governments are in the low part of the totem 
pole. I think we should be pushed up a little. We very realistically 
and actually ought to face up to the problem of tax resources from the 
Federal, State, and local level and a reappraisal should be made of each 
area of government in its activities. 

We in the local government, as you know, Senator, are constantly 
being asked to give more and more services, are constantly being asked 
for more and more facilities and, unfortunately, are being deprived of 
the revenue with which to perform these services. 

Senator SparKMAN. You mentioned that a lot of these expenditures 
of the local governments is the result of growth. As a matter of fact, 
it is hard simply to keep up with growth, isn’t it, to extend those 
services that must go along? 

Mr. Datry. That is right. 

Senator SparKMAN. One part of the President’s program—I think 
it has been pretty well dropped for the time being—certainly so far 
as any short-term urban renewal program is concerned—but you re- 
member the President last year recommended a 6-year urban renewal 
program and S. 57 started out taking his suggestion of 6 years. I may 
say that I took the other part of his previous program, $350 million a 
year, without cutting down on the Federal Government’s responsibil- 
ity, the old Taft-Ellender-Wagner formula. But the President has 
insisted that if we put in a long-term program of 6 years we must start 
after a couple of years cutting down the Federal Government’s partici- 
pation from the sixty-six and two-thirds that is in the formula and has 
been since 1949, to a 50 percent level. What comment do you have as 
to the ability of the local governments to step up their participation and 
also on this question as to the reality of it, that is whether or not the 
two-thirds to one-third is what actually comes out when it is all put in? 

Mr. Datey. First, Senator, I would like to say that I think, as I 
pointed out, that continuity is a major part of this program of urban 
renewal. 

Senator Sparkman. You mean by that it is easier and less costly 
to you if you can plan on a continuity basis? 

Mr. Datry. That is right. And, secondly, that the cities truly have 
demonstrated that they will do anything they possibly can within 
their financial resources. But if you ask the cities to contribute more 
in this urban renewal program, then at the same time the cities would 
have a right to ask the people who are suggesting it how they sug- 
gest we raise our revenue. 

I don’t think there is anything unfair or inequitable about the 
Federal Government at the present time contributing $2 to every $1 
of local contribution. There are many things in the local contribu- 
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tions that are not discernible in the figures prepared for and the sub- 
missions to the Federal agency. 

For instance, in the last 3 years, as I pointed out, the city of Chi- 
cago and its people have voted approximately $100 million for new 
schools; all of this is a part of this question of urban renewal. The 
city of Chicago has voted approximately $113 million for new parks 
and new playgrounds, that is all a part of it. But it does not show in 
the figures as compiled up to date that we in the building depart- 
ment, the zoning board with all its new regulations and laws, the po- 
lice department, the fire department, and our great recreational de- 
partment and its facilities all are a part of urban renewal. This is a 
contribution from the local people and the local people have shown 
in city after city that urban renewal program to them is the most 
sacred thing that we have today in America. The man or woman in 
the overcrowded neighborhood has a right to look to you and to me 
in a society which is supposed to be at the height of prosperity. Why 
can’t we do something about the rundown, blighted neighborhoods 
of the large cities and smaller communities. Very frankly, Senator, 
this program is not entirely a city program; it should be and it will be 
a program for the farm areas as well as the cities. 

Passing through the country, as I have recently, I have been im- 
pressed, as I know many of you have, with the living conditions in our 
rural areas. Housing is a fundamental question, as to whether or not 
we as a nation will say that every man and woman in America is 
entitled toa decent home. I think the cities of the entire Nation have 
shown they will do anything to continue this program, and I know the 
National Government should and must and will cooperate as partners 
in this arrangement. That is all the local government in Chicago is 
interested in. I never asked the men on the land clearance commission, 
but I would say today that perhaps four of the five are Republicans. 
I have never asked them on community conservation; I have never 
asked them on any board because I don’t think this is a partisan issue. 
This is far above politics. This is a national issue that confronts the 
American people and one which we have neglected too long. The 
question of rebuilding our cities has been neglected and it is a matter 
on which every citizen of America bears the responsibility. 

To permit people to live under such conditions in our large cities 
today is a challenge to the future of the great democratic way of life 
in our great Nation. I am sorry for making a speech here. 

Senator SparKMAN. Wethank you. 

Senator Douglas? 

Senator Doveias. I want to congratulate the mayor on his state- 
ment. There are two or three points that he has made that I think are 
extremely important. One is the answer which he gave to the inquiry 
which Senator Bush made earlier, before you came into the room, 
Mayor, in which he implied that Chicago had not constructed those 
housing units which had already been authorized, and the implication, 
even though not the direct statement, was that Chicago and Phila- 
delphia had been at fault in not doing this. 

As I understand it, your reply was that you are ready to go ahead 
and you have plans to go ahead, but that when you present these plans 
the Federal authorities raise technical differences about the architect- 
ural designs and about other features, which continuously delay you. 
Am I correct in that understanding ? 
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Mr. Datry. That is certainly correct, Senator. The question of cost 
is a great item, as you know, and has been for the last couple of years. 
With the $17,000 limit on public housing and the fact that the plans 
and the specifications as prepared and the bids as submitted and the 
bids that are received are far in excess of that amount. The question of 
four-bedroom housing has been a serious problem in Chicago for the 
last 4or 5 years. We tried to get relief and were unable to. 

Senator Dovetas. Do I also understand that they have objected to 
small balconies on these public housing projects? 

Mr. Dairy. Some of the difficulty with structural design and archi- 
tectural design, which also baflles me, is the fact we can’t have before- 
hand some kind of liaison between the Federal agency and the local 
so we know before the architects and engineers and everyone goes 
ahead with their plans and specifications as to just what they will ap- 
prove and what they will reject. 

Senator Dovatas. In other words, they don’t tell you in advance 
what their standards are, but they ask you to submit plans and then 
when you submit the plan, they always find some fault; is that right? 

Mr. Darr. I would say yes. 

Senator Dova.as. Is it also true that Chicago is trying to build 
housing units which will not be high-rise, but which will be walkups 
and that there have been technical difficulties with the Federal au- 
thorities on this? 

Mr. Daxey. Yes; there have. It is a question always of cost, the 
cost for row housing as compared to high-rise. 

Senator Dougras. They are trying to force you into the high-rise 
building? 

Mr. Datey. That is right, because of the land cost as well as the cost 
of construction of the building. 

Senator Doveias. And there are very real problems in developing 
community spirit and the care of the building when you have large 
numbers of people in the high-rise apartment houses ? 

Mr. Datey. That is right. 

Senator Dove as. And yet the Federal authorities are trying to 
push you into this program ? 

Mr. Darr. That is right. 

Senator Doue.as. I was also very glad, Mayor Daley, that you prop- 
erly emphasized the nonpartisan character both of the urban clearance 
commission and of the other commissions which you have formed, in- 
cluding the conservation committee. These are drawn broadly from 
eminent citizens in the community and, as you have said, you don’t 
know the politics of these people. 

Mr. Datry. That is right. I never asked them. 

Senator Douenas. I checked up on the politics of some of those 
people and I would say they are overwhelmingly Republican. 

_ In the fall of 1957 I held a hearing on urban renewal and housing 
in the city of Chicago and, as you say, the Association of Commerce 
appeared and testified very vigorously in support of this program and 
gave a lunch for the group and emphasized their support. Although 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce had taken an adverse position to urban 
renewal, the Chicago association made its judgment very clear, that 


this program should be carried out,.and I notice that they are still 
participating. 
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Mr. Datey. That is right, very enthusiastically. 

Senator Doveras. I found them so. I was also interested in this 
resolution presented and adopted by the annual conference of the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors. You have been honored by being the incoming 
president. The outgoing president, I believe, is the mayor of Los 
Angeles, Mr. Norris ‘Poulson. 

Mr. Datry. That is right. 

Senator Doveras. Mr. Norris Poulson was once a Member of Con- 
gress from Los Angeles, and as a Member of Congress I think I can 

say he was a bitter opponent of public housing. 

Senator Sparkman. He said that in his speech. 

Senator Dovenas. Yes; and certainly he was to some degree opposed 
to urban renewal. Tell me what Mayor Poulson’s attitude is on this 
matter now. Did he support this resolution ? 

Mr. Datey. He not only supported it, but in the opening session of 
the conference gave considerable part of his talk over to the very dis- 
appointing and shocking news that had been received of the veto of 
this very serious legislation, which means so much to the cities of the 
Nation, including his own city of Los Angeles. 

Senator Doveras. In other words, after hav ing experience with the 
problems, direct experience with the problems of a city, he has reversed 
the opinions which he held as a Member of Congress ? 

Mr. Datry. He told me very frankly, after finishing, that when he 
was in the Congress he had opposed what was in S. 57, but he had found 
out as the chief executive of Los Angeles, as you mentioned, something 
about the problems of the city and its people and the need for this type 
of a program in the city. 

Senator Dove.as. I want to convey to Major Poulson our gr atitude, 
which brings to my mind the saying of the good book that there is more 
joy in heaven over 1 sinner that ‘Tepents ‘th: an over the 99 righteous 
that remain in the fold. I should be very glad to write Mayor Poul- 
son and congratulate him on this. I don’t know whether I want to 
urge that the Republican Congressmen go back to their communities 
and get elected as mayor. This might be too great a price to pay for 
their education, but it might be of some assistance if they at least went 
back to their communities and got in touch with the problems that exist 
there. 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I am delighted that our senior Sen- 
ator from Illinois has pointed out the activity of Republicans in Chi- 
cago, on the Chicago Clearance Commission; I am delighted that he 
has made that point. I certainly commend Chicago for having so 
many alert Republicans to take that very deep interest. 

Mayor, I want to congratulate you on a very thorough and eloquent 
and forceful statement, showi ing detailed knowledge of the ramifica- 
tions of your enormous community. There is much : that you have said 
in which I find myself very sy mpathetic. 

One of the problems before this committee is to find out why a lot 
of these previous authorizations, most of which I believe are under 
contract, have not been built, why there has been so much delay. I 
have here a statement from the Chicago Daily News, dated July 8, dis- 
cussing the veto by the President. "The title headline is “How Ike 
Veto Affects Chicago.” 
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And there is quite a story about how that happened, but the question 
which I want you to comment on, if you would, is this statement: 

Alvin E. Rose, Chicago Housing Authority director, was less disturbed by the 
veto. “We have our hands filled with 11,000 units underway,” he said, “and it 
would be as long as 4 years before we actually completed what is going.” 
and so forth. That is the quote. I wonder whether you would com- 
ment on that because this is the thing we are trying to get to the bottom 
of. 

Mr. Datey. I think what Mr. Rose was saying was what I tried to 
emphasize, that he is confronted with trying to do the job of getting 
the 10,000 built and has been for the last 3 years. But on every step 
of the road he has been blocked and obstructed in the programs that 
have been presented locally. : 

We don't wish to say, and I would never want to convey the idea 
that we entirely blame the Federal Government. You realize and so 
does everyone else what is involved in a public housing project. First 
you take the project as is. There must be relocation of the people; 
there must be the acquisition of the property; there must be the clear- 
ing of the property; there must be then the plans and specifications; 
then there must be the contract and the construction. But what Mr. 
Rose was saying at that time is that the problems that he has had in 
the last 3 or 4 years indicate to him that at the rate of which there has 
been approval by the Federal Government that certainly it would 
take 4 or 5 years to finish. But I say to you and I thought I made it 
plain in my remarks, that we should study this whole housing problem 
from the viewpoint of administration. ‘There should be more leeway 
given so that people can proceed locally and go ahead with rapidity and 
promptness and try to get the programs that are sadly needed. 

No one disputes that there are 20,000 applicants for public housing. 
No one can dispute there are 10,000 eligible and needing homes imme- 
diately. I think that is the explanation of that statement. I know 
because I have lived with it for the last 4 or 5 years and knowing 
what the problems are and what we have been trying to do, it indi- 
cates the rate at which public housing has been going up in the Chicago 
area. It is not the lack of desire of the people of Chicago to get these 
public housing projects constructed; it is that we have been unable to 
reach a proper agreement with the Federal Government on the issue of 
cost. ‘The city of Chicago and everyone knows that has studied the 
building code that we cannot put up a four-bedroom house in the city 
for $17,000, including the cost of the land. We have been trying to 
prove that to the Federal Government for over 2 years and up to date 
we have not had an answer on it. 

Surely with the question of 10,000 applications pending in public 
lousing, you have a right, and so does everyone else on this committee, 
toask the people of Chicago, “Well, what about it?” But we also will 
submit to you and to the chairman documentary proof of what has 
happened in the city of Chicago in its deisre to construct public hous- 
ing. 

Senator Busn. I think that is quite a clear statement and a rather 
serious charge. I think we ought to have any information you can give 
us as to why the delays in Chicago have been occasioned by inadequate 
attention or lack of attention or 

Mr. Daey. I didn’t say that. 
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Senator Busu. Well, whatever—— 

Mr. Datey. I want the record to be clearly understood. I am not 
charging anyone with inadequacy. 

Senator Busu. Deficiencies of some kind on the part of the Public 
Housing Administration. In other words, that is what you are saying. 

Mr. Datey. There is a difference of opinion between men and agen- 
cies. There are differences of opinion which create this very issue 
we are in and in those differences of opinion people might feel very 
strongly. There is no dereliction of duty on the Federal level. I do 
not want to make that charge, nor have I made it. I say there is 
difference of opinion as to how we can get these 10,000 units con- 
structed. Where the difference of opinion is that if we are limited, 
as we said, to $17,000, including the land, we cannot put up much public 
housing, other than the high rise. And the answer to our four bed- 
rooms or large bedroom units, is “You can’t construct them.” That 
is one of the problems we have been trying to get over to the Federal 
agency. 

I know they are considerate ; I know they are apprehensive about it, 
and I know they realize it. 

Senator Busu. Is the answer to this problem or does the answer lie 
in legislation or in administration of the law ? 

Mr. Datey. I would say in the administration of the law. 

Senator Bus. You don’t think there is anything that we can do 
about it as far as the Congress is concerned at this time in order to 
facilitate more rapid agreements—in other words, by being more 
specific ? 

Mr. Datey. I think there were suggestions in S. 57. 

Senator Busu. Beg pardon? 

Mr. Datey. I think there were suggestions in S. 57 as to how to do it. 

Senator Ctark. Would the Senator yield? 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Senator CiarK. It is my understanding that your association, the 
American Municipal Association, felt that the provisions in S. 57 
which provide for greater decentralization, greater authority locally, 
for the decisionmaking process would be very helpful in clearing up 
these matters. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Datry. That is right. 

Senator Busu. Doesn’t that have to do mostly with the operation 
of the development once it is underway ? 

Senator Ciarx. No, I think, Senator, perhaps you and I don’t agree 
on this, but there were a number of provisions in S. 57 which did dele- 
gate greater authority to the local agency for this decisionmaking 
and many of us who had been mayors before felt that it would solve 
the problem. 

Senator Bus. Would the Senator correct me if I am wrong, but 
it was my understanding our difference was in connection with the 
operation of these units after they started in operation. Isn’t that 
right ? 

Senator Ciarx. Notentirely. I think some of the things the mayor 
was speaking of was construction. 

Senator Busu. I don’t want to be stubborn about it, but my recol- 
lection is different on that point. My recollection is definitely we 
were talking about operation and there was a desire on the Senator's 
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part to extend more local autonomy there and there was a difference 
of opinion about that. But I didn’t think that that had to do with 
the construction of these units. 

I see the gentleman on Mayor Daley’s right seems to have something 
to say, if you would let him. 

Mr. Downs. I wanted to make two points, if I might, Senator, 
that, first, all of the 10,000 units that we have under reservation are 
not involved in this specific cause of delay because, as you know so 
well and as the mayor has said, when a housing unit gets under 
contract, we will have a long way to go before we start actual con- 
struction. We have the whole problem of land acquisition. We have 
the whole problem of relocation; we have the whole problem of en- 
gineering and bidding. We have been delayed, as the mayor testified, 
on approximately 4,500 by these delaying tactics. 

You are correct, Mr. Senator, in saying that the bulk of the pro- 
visions of S. 57 had to do with routine administration after the 
projects were built, but the philosophy of that idea is that more re- 
sponsibility be placed i in the local organizations and in the regional 
offices, which would greatly eliminate, if extended to the construc- 
tion of the facility, these delays. 

Senator Busn. How many of the delays out there in Chicago have 
been due to difficulties in land acquisition ? Can you estimate that? 

Mr. Downs. The land acquisition difficulties have been no greater 
in Chicago than anywhere else, I would estimate. 

Senator Busu. There seems to have been different problems in 
various cities. How do you estimate them in Chicago in proportion 
to the delay? You have 11,000 units, according to Mr. Rose. Is it 
half of that that has suffered delays in land acquisition difficulties? 

Mr. Downs. No; I think that what you have in mind is, rather, 
the delays in site selection which come before the contract of reserva- 
tion is made. 

Senator Busn. You are right. 

Mr. Downs. So that our 11,000 units are only allocated after the 
site has been selected and approved. One of the reasons we have 
11,000 units is that Chicago, as it has been in all of this program, 
has been aggressive to get its due in terms of making reserva- 
tions for what we could get. 

Senator Bus. How do you estimate the difficulty in selection? 
What percentage of this 11,000 is due to inability to agree upon site 
selection or get proper site selection ? 

Mr. Downs. We have our site selection difficulties but none of this 
11,000 is involved because they don’t get into that group until after 
the site is agreed upon. 

Senator Crark. Would the Senator yield ? 

Senator Busn. Yes; I will yield. 

Senator CrarK. It is my understanding that with respect to the 
10,000 units which are committed that in each instance the site has 
been selected ; had to be before the commitment was made. 

Senator Busw. On the contract authorization. 

Senator CLark. Yes. 

Senator Busu. I have no more questions. 

Senator Doveras. I would like to just clear up one point; have the 


mayor further emphasize one point. You mentioned that one of 
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your troubles with the Federal authorities has been your desire to have 

four-bedroom apartments and they have been trying to hold you to 
three bedrooms. If you have a four-child family, two boys and two 
girls, then you could possibly have three bedrooms, with the sexes 
separated, and one for the parents. But if you get three girls and one 
boy or one girl and three boys or five children, then you really need 
four bedrooms; isn’t that true ? 

Mr. Datry. That is right. 

Senator Dovenas. And as a father of six, you know that very well. 

Mr. Datry. Seven. 

Senator Dovetas. I wonder if you couldn’t take the Federal Hous- 
ing people on a trip to some homes which have four or five and six 
children. I would be very glad to pay the fare of Mr. Mason, or 
whoever wrote the President’s veto message for him, out to C hicago 
and you can take him on a trip to see some of these large families. 

Mr. Datey. I think the item referred to was a question of cost 
that will not permit us to go over $17,000, including the land, and we 
are unable, under the present cost of materials and labor, to build 
four-bedroom homes under that cost item. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. I would suggest that the chairman ask the housing 
people, when they came down here Friday, particularly on this pub- 
lic housing matter, to testify on the exact status of these Chicago 
projects. Let’s use this as an example, and also be prepared to com- 
ment on the mayor’s criticism of the way they have failed to cooperate 
or the way they acted in connection with this matter and thus causing 
delays and so forth. Let them be heard on that subject so that we 
can judge what the true facts may be. 

This isn’t questioning my friend, the mayor there, but I think we 
ought to let them have a chance to comment on that rather sharp 
criticism. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes; I think it is a very good suggestion. 
There are representatives from the Public Housing Administration 
in the audience. I will ask that they make notes of that and be 
prepared on Friday, I believe it is, when they will be expected back 
up here. 

Senator Clark? 

Senator Ctark. No questions. 

I think the mayor made a very splendid statement. 

Senator Muskie. I have just one or two questions. I would like to 
welcome you, Mayor Daley. I enjoyed your statement very much. 

I wonder if you could tell us what impact the rationing policy had 
on Chicago as of last fall, and since. 

Mr. Datey. It caused us to virtually withdraw from the entire 
program as far as our planning and programing went. 

Mr. Mackelmann will more specifically give you the figures, but 
surely it disappointed and discouraged many of the people who are 
actively engaged in local community organizations on conservation, 
who expected a continuous program from the Federal Government 
and a continuous program from the city of Chicago. When this 
rationing took place, we had to, like everyone else, cut back what we 
were planning on doing to the point where it was ver y discouraging 
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and disappointing to the overall program, but I feel Mr. Mackelmann 
can tell you specifically. 

Mr. MackeLMann. It resulted immediately, Senator, in the delay 
in applications involving approximately $20 million in anticipated 
Federal aid, with five or six 

Senator Muskie. Did it result in a review of projects and a cut- 
back in the scope of the projects ? 

Mr. MackeLMANN. Yes. There was one cutback and the other ones 
have gone on. 

Senator Musxre. Was the cutback your own choice? 

Mr. MacKeLMANN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Muskie. In your judgment, based upon this resolution of 
the conference of mayors, in your judgment would the recommenda- 
tions of the President for new authorizations permit a determination 
of the rationing policy ? 

Mr. Macxetmann. I didn’t quite understand you, sir. 

Senator Muskie. The President recommended $600 million over a 
2-year period. Would that be sufficient to permit a determination of 
the rationing policy ? 

Mr. MackeLMAnn. No, sir; not in my opinion. If an authorization 

of only $600 million were made for the next 2 years, I would assume 
that the administration would continue with this rationing policy. 
We are opposed to any rationing policy. We believe that the projects 
should be taken by the Government renewal administration as they 
come. This at various times might be to the advantage of a city ; 
in other cases it might be to the disadvantage of the city. But we 
prefer the first-come, first-served policy 

Senator Muskie. So actually this restriction on authorization would 
result in discrimination against the smaller cities, as well as the larger 
cities ? 

Mr. MackeLMAnn. Yes, sir, I think the size of the city has nothing 
to do with it. I don’t think the size of the city is involved at all. 

Senator CiarK. Would the Senator yield ? 

What is your opinion as to whether the $900 million for 2 years, 
which was in the vetoed bill, would permit an elimination of ration- 
ing? 

Mr. Macketmann. Assuming that at the present time roughly $5 
million worth of applications are pending, and looking at the several 
we didn’t resubmit, plus the ones that have been under study, I would 
assume that the problem of rationing would arise again. It ‘might not 
arise as soon, but most likely it would arise in the second year. 

Senator Ciark. I think you are right. It is my own opinion, to- 

ward the middle of the second year we would be back on rationing 
because $900 million is not enough to eliminate rationing. 

Senator Sparkman. In that respect, Mayor Daley, you succeeded 
Mayor Poulson, didn’t you? Mayor Wagner was president 2 years 
ago? 

“Mr. Datey. Yes. 

Senator SPARKM: AN. I noticed an article in the paper dealing with 
the mayors’ conference about the time it ended, quoting Mayor Wagner 
as commenting on the President’s recommendation of $600 million 
to the effect that we would need at least $700 million. I was a little 
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puzzled as to where he got that $700 million figure. Do you know just 
what he had in mind on that ? 

Mr. Dauey. No, I do not. 

Senator SparKMAN. Did you see that quotation ¢ 

Mr. Datry. No, I did not. 

Senator SPARKMAN. I don’t know whether it was accurate or not, 
but I was a little puzzled by it. 

Mr. Datey. I doubt the accuracy of it because in our discussion of 
the question before the resolution committee and its adoption, Mayor 
Wagner was quite emphatic on the idea of the veto message and how 
it affected his own e ity, as well as the other cities, and how “inadequi ite 
the urban renewal program would be to the one suggested by the ad- 
ministration. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. You felt that the amount provided for 
in S. 57, the vetoed bill, was just about the minimum ¢ 

Mr. Datry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. And that would be needed if we were to avoid 
rationing? 

Mr. Datry. Right. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Senator Capehart had to leave. We thank you 
very much, Mayor Daley and gentlemen. 

We have one more witness and I think it would be better to proceed 
rather than recess at this point. 

The Honorable Frank A. Sedita, the mayor of Buffalo, N.Y. 

Mayor, will you come around, please, sir? 

Senator Keating expresses his regrets at not being able to be here 
when you appeared to present you and also to be here in the course 
of your testimony. 

We are glad to have you with us. If you will present your asso- 
ciates for the benefit of the record, I will appreciate it. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. SEDITA, MAYOR, BUFFALO, N.Y. 


Mr. Sepira. First of all I want to thank you for the invitation to 
appear here and explain the particular plight of my city and add 
our voices to the many voices asking for overriding of the veto. 

I have with me Mr. William F. Denne, executive director of the 
Buffalo Board of Redevelopment; Mr. H. Buswell Roberts, senior 
deputy corporation counsel of the city of Buffalo, and Mr. Patrick J. 
McGroder, urban renewal and planning coordinator for the city of 
Buffalo. 

I appeared here last January before this committee and at that time 
stated our position. I have submitted a paper for admission into the 
record. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes, your paper will be put into the record in 
full at the end of your remarks. 

You may proceed as you see fit. 

Mr. Sepira. I simply want to point out what our particular situation 
is in Buffalo. We are the 14th largest city in the country and second 
largest in the State of New York. We are the greatest flour milling 
center in the world, and the second largest railroad center and the 
third largest food producing section in the country. 

I point that out because I think the economy of our city to a certain 
degree affects the economy of this Nation. I point those things out 
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because in the event transportation is needed, or food, or steel, then 
1 think that it is best that Buffalo be in a strong position to supply 
these needs. I hope to God that we never get to the point we are 
not. 

It took us from 1949 to 1954 to educate the people in our city con- 
cerning the wisdom of taking advantage of this urban renewal pro- 
gram. It wasn’t easy. I don’t think it was clearly understood in the 
beginning just how important and serious the problem was concerning 
urban renewal. When its impact was felt by the people of Buffalo, 
everyone agreed that something should be done. Both parties, our 
two great newspapers, the chamber of commerce, civic organizations— 
everyone agreed. I don’t think there has been a single voice raised 
in objection to this program to rehabilitate and renew our city. 

We submitted an application and it has been accepted and we are 
in the process now of acquiring about a thousand parcels of land. We 
have acquired about 700 parcels. The project is known as the Elicon 
project and involves an outright Federal Government grant of some 
$11 million. We have prepared for this project and others to come 
by having the Buffalo Municipal Housing Authority spend something 
like $17 million for low-income relocation housing. Many of those 
units are to be filled and are waiting to be filled. 

We are well on our way on the other projects. We submitted two 
applications in December of 1957. The then mayor of Buffalo and 
I joined in submitting these applications to the Urban Renewal 
Agency. These projects involved what we call the waterfront proj- 
ect, involving something like 253 acres. We were asking for a grant 
of $11 million and we would supply half of that as our share. 

We also submitted another application concerning what we call the 
Masten Park area project. That Masten Park area embraced some- 
thing like 900 acres but we were asking for consideration of an ap- 
plication to take care of part of that area. We waited, we built up to 
it, we educated the people, we spent money on surveys and plans, we 
hired some experts to give us a plan embracing a 10-year period. We 
were told that it would take something like $135 million over a 10-year 
period to rehabilitate and renew our city and then we were told some- 
time last September that a formula had been enacted by the Com- 
missioner of Urban Renewal Administration and that we would have 
to tailor down our project to embrace an area which would call for 
something like $2.5 million as against the $18 million we expected to 
get as an outright grant. 

We are now even trying to take advantage of that and working on 
a program to tailor itdown. We are in trouble in Buffalo financially. 
We have 10,000 city employees—some 3,000 teachers, 1,300 policemen, 
about 1,100 firemen—about 10,000 employees in all. They are clamor- 
ing for an adequate wage, and rightly so, because what we are paying 
them is hardly adequate for them to sustain their families. 

We received most of our money from taxing of real property. The 
Federal Government and the State has almost preempted us from 
receiving additional income because it would mean that we would 
have to enact legislation which would get us more money, but which 
our people call discriminatory and of a loose nature, these taxes that 
they are talking about, so in the main we get our money from taxing 
real property. 
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We need over $70 million a year to run our city. We have not been 
able to get the money from our property that we should. To give you 
an example, we have in the downtown area, that is the expensive sec- 
tion of our city in terms of taxing value of property, a lot which is 
assessed at $20,000 and a building on it assessed at $4,000. 

We know that that land should have a building on it assessed at 
least a hundred thousand dollars. So we have learned that our salva- 
tion lies in renewing our city so that we may strengthen our tax base. 
This we must have. 

What has happened to Buffalo is this: In 1941 or since 1941 there 
has been a change in population of some 60,000 persons. Although 
our population remains static, there has been a change in inhabitants. 
People have come to Buffalo from every section of the country. We 
don’t mind that. We want people to come to Buffalo and live there, 
but we object to trading our middle-income families for low-income 
families. 

The people in the middle-income brackets have gone to the suburbs, 
have gone out of Buffalo and we have inherited people from all over 
the country in the lower income brackets, which has an effect on us 
in terms of less money. We have to have new schools and more police- 
men for all of the things that happen when you attract the type of 
families in the low-income bracket. 

I don’t want to belabor the point that we need help. I appeared 
here in January; we talked about these things. I say to this com- 
mittee that when we were notified that this formula had gone into 
effect, it knocked the props out from under us because we had anxiously 
waited for this priority position which we had. 

Our applications were in the pipeline quite sometime. As I say, 
we spent money for plans, for educating the people, and then we were 
told, “Well, this is it, you have to take $2.5 million instead of $18 


million.” We have a problem there. I think everyone agrees that ) 


the economy of the cities affects the economy of this Nation and so 
we are asking, we are hoping, that this committee will override the 
veto and enact this legislation. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Clark? 

Senator Ciark. Thank you very much for a fine forthright and 
brief statement. I think you have said it all in a nutshell. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Muskie? 

Senator Muskie. No questions. 

Senator Sparkman. As I say, Senator Capehart had to leave to 
keep an appointment. He asked that I express his apologies to you 
for that. 

Do either of the gentlemen with you have anything to add? 

Mr. Seprra. Mr. Denne, to my right, was Director of FHA for 
5 years in the Buffalo area and is now executive director of the Buffalo 
Development Board. 

Mr. Denne. I have no prepared statement, Senator. I might say 
this, and this perhaps goes back to the questions that were asked 
earlier this morning: I am presently chairman of the New York 
State Association of Redevelopment Officials and I represent some 
26 of the smaller cities outside of New York City. By action taken 
at a recent meeting down in Syracuse, N.Y., it was unanimously agree 
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that this committee petition the Senate to override the President’s 
veto on this bill. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you. 

I might ask one question. You perhaps heard me ask it before 
of Mayor Daley. Do you believe the President’s proposal that the 
portions paid by the local government be stepped up and that of the 
Federal Government reduced is a practical, feasible, workable sug- 
gestion? I am talking about on urban renewal programs. 

Mr. Seprra. I think paying one-third of that 1s all the cities can 
take. I know, speaking for Buffalo, it is tough enough for us to 
get that one-third share. 

Senator SparKMAN. Is it also your experience that the one-third 
is really not representative of what you actually pay when you count 
in all of the expenses in connection with it; many of which are not 
included by the local government as local distribution ? 

Mr. Seprra. I would say yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. I remember the mayor from Cleveland, for 
instance, indicated that they had closely figured their projects and 
that they found the city was actually contributing a little better than 
50 percent of the total cost on each, rather than the one-third which 
the formula calls for. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate your appearance 
here and the fine statement that you have given. 
(Mayor Sedita’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. SEpDITA, MAyor, BUFFALO, N.Y. 


My name is Frank A. Sedita, and I am mayor of the city of Buffalo. I have 
with me Mr. Patrick J. McGroder, urban renewal and planning coordinator for 
the city; Mr. William F. Denne, executive director of the Buffalo Board of Re- 
development; and Mr. H. Buswell Roberts, senior deputy corporation counsel of 
the city of Buffalo. 

Mr. Chairman, I had the privilege of testifying before this subcommittee in 
January of this year in support of the enactment of effective urban renewal 
and housing legislation. I am appearing before you today to register the dismay 
of the city of Buffalo—which I know is shared by cities of all sizes throughout 
the country—with the ill-considered veto of the Housing Act of 1959 by the 
President of the United States, and to urge upon the Congress the enactment 
of this or comparable legislation by an override of this veto or whatever other 
legislative device may be considered appropriate. 

In my opinion, 8. 57 as finally passed by the Congress and transmitted to 
the White House represents the minimum legislative program to restore mo- 
mentum and progress to local efforts for overcoming the pressing urban renewal 
and housing needs in all American communities. Admittedly, it was a com- 
promise between the true needs of the communities and the restrictive policies 
of the present administration. Anything less than the program authorized 
in 8. 57 would, in my judgment, represent a callous disregard of the requirements 
of the urban areas in which two-thirds of the American people live and earn 
their livelihood. 

I would like to speak on this point briefly in terms of the needs and problems 
of my own city of Buffalo, which are typical of those confronting all urban areas. 
We are a city of 600,000 population, the second largest municipality in New York 
State and the 14th in size among American cities. We are the center of a 
metropolitan area of more than 1 million population. We are attempting to 
cope with the chronic contemporary urban problems of sluras, inadequate housing, 
decay of the central business district and the flight of population, industry, and 
commerce to the suburbs. Like all other cities, we are struggling with these 
problems against the background of a highly restricted municipal tax base and 
constantly mounting demands and costs for municipal services. Like all other 
cities, we are caught in a financial dilemma where the great bulk of the revenues 
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are preempted by the Federal Government, where 75 percent of those Federal 
revenues are paid by urban taxpayers, and where urban areas themselves lack 
the tax resources to keep pace with the needs of their citizens for public services 
and facilities. Under these circumstances, the only possible way out from this 
dilemma—and a perfectly justified and equitable one—is for communities to 
look to the Federal Government for supplementary assistance in developing a 
healthy physical and economic structure for that large majority of our present 
population which lives in urban areas and for the unprecedented and explosive 
growth in urban population which lies just ahead. 

The city of Buffalo, like almost all other American cities, considers the most 
important vehicle for Federal assistance in overcoming our pressing problems 
to be the redevelopment and slum clearance program. As this committee well 
knows, this program was originally enacted in 1949 with bipartisan support and 
sponsorship and was broadened and expanded in 1954, likewise with bipartisan 
support and sponsorship and under the present administration. We are now 
faced with the fact that the administration, as evidenced by the President’s 
veto and by other previous actions, has turned its back on this vitally important 
program and seeks to frustrate its future development and to vitiate its future 
progress. 

Let me illustrate by reciting a few hard facts as to our position in Buffalo. We 
have one redevelopment project well underway, which is clearing the most con- 
centrated area of slums in our city for redevelopment with new middle income 
private housing and community facilities. In December 1957 we filed an applica- 
tion for an earmarking of $11,200,000 in Federal capital grant funds to reclaim a 
blighted slum and largely abandoned industrial area along our waterfront as an 
outstanding site for new private housing and for needed community and com- 
mercial facilities. At the same time, we applied for $7 million for an initial 
project in a declining but centrally located residential neighborhood called 
Masten Park. 

Suddenly, last August when these applications were on the verge of approval, 
the Federal Government without consultation reversed its established policy of 
honoring such applications by order of their receipt and imposed a rigid rationing 
formula without statutory authorization. Instead of the $18,200,000 earmarkings 
we had requested, this formula offered us $2,570,000 or one-seventh of our im- 
mediate needs. Furthermore, we had surveyed our total redevelopment needs 
and had identified additional critical projects involving Federal capital grants 
of $64 million and local capital contributions of at least $32 million. With a 
reasonable level of Federal assistance, this total program could be carried out 
in about 10 years. The new administrative formula transformed this into a 35- 
or 40-year program or, in effect, into no program at all. Both the President's 
budget message and his recent veto message indicate a clear intention to maintain 
this destructive formula as permanent policy on a fiscal year basis. 

What has been the effect of this on redevelopment in Buffalo? Our vital water- 
front project could not be tailored in size to the drastic extent dictated by the 
formula without destroying its validity. Consequently, we have placed this 
application in standby status and are spending $100,000 in city funds to complete 
plans for its execution in the hope that the formula would be repealed, as would 
be done by enactment of 8S. 57. We are still struggling with the problem of pro- 
ducing a workable project in our Masten area with the $2,570,000 allocation 
available to us. 

The President’s veto message stated that the repeal of the formula would 
permit a few large cities to gobble up all the redevelopment funds. The absurdity 
of this claim is demonstrated by two facts: (1) S. 57 would limit the funds avail- 
able to any one State to 12 percent of the total authorization; and (2) on June 
30, 1958, before the formula was placed in effect, 203 of the 331 localities partici- 
pating in the Federal redevelopment program were cities of less than 50,000 
population and 243 of the 554 projects were in cities of that size. 

What we are seeking is a return to, and a reaffirmation of, the basic concept of 
the Federal redevelopment program as originally enacted in 1949 and as broad- 
ened in 1954. The President’s own Advisory Committee on Housing Policies and 
Programs, in its 1953 report which led to the Housing Act of 1954, well stated this 
concept : 

“A PIECEMEAL ATTACK ON SLUMS WILL NOT WORK 


“The central point of agreement among the members of the subcommittee, 
and the major point of emphasis in this report, is the absolute necessity for 
lifting our sights from piecemeal thrusts at occasional slum pockets, to a 
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broadscale integrated campaign that stretches across the whole spread of urban 
blight from the earliest symptoms to the last stages of decay. 

“This conclusion was shared by almost everyone who consulted with us in the 
course of our studies. It is in phase with a fresh and growing determination 
among American cities to get at the roots of the slum problem.” 

I am bewildered as to the motivations which have led the President to turn 
against his own position of only 5 years ago. Certainly it cannot be based on 
any lessening of community needs for redevelopment and renewal; these are 
multiplying rather than diminishing. 

But if the President has chosen to turn a deaf ear to the cities’ needs, I ear- 


nestly pray that Congress will again speak for those needs on behalf of the 
American people. 


Senator SparKMAN. I have some correspondence here that, without 
objection, I will place in the record at this point. 

ieuian Cuark. Senator Sparkman, I would like to put in the record 
a release from the city of Philadelphia which bears on the question of 
increase in taxable value of real estate resulting from urban renewal 
activity. 

Senator SparkMAN. All right. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


PORTLAND, OREG., July 23, 1959. 
Hon. JonN SPARKMAN, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


Portland, Oreg., has pending 398 units of public housing urgently needed to 
serve both our low income families and our indigent senior citizens who are 
being displaced by our urban renewal development, construction of our East 
Bank Freeways and other Federal highways, construction of our Memorial 
Coliseum, and demolition of our remaining substandard war housing project. 
We will not be able to house these displaced persons outside of the slums unless 
§. 57 the Housing bill becomes law. We urge that the Senate overrides the 
President’s veto. 

GENE W. RossMAN, 
Ececutive Director, Housing Authority of Portland, Oreg. 


HosBokEN, N.J., July 23, 1959. 
Hon. HARRISON WILLIAMS, 


U.S. Senator, New Jersey, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Urgently request your vote to override veto on §. 57. 


MICHAEL J. MImatT, 
Chairman, Housing Authority of the City of Hoboken. 


REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO, 


Sacramento, Calif., July 9, 1959. 
Hon. THomas H. KucHEL, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. KUCHEL: In view of the recent Presidential veto of the housing bill, 
Iam writing to you with the hope that in the course of preparation of another 
bill which will be acceptable to both Congress and the administration, the 
following provisions may be included. 

These measures are not designed to increase costs. Rather, they will enable 
redevelopment agencies such as our own to more effectively discharge our re- 
sponsibility to the public by use of more efficient procedures to achieve our ob- 
jectives. We do not believe that any of these provisions were mentioned in the 
message accompanying the administration’s veto of the housing bill. These 
items were mentioned in my letter to you of April 24, 1959. All references to 
Section numbers of the bill in this letter are based on the form in which it was 
Teported by the House committee. 

Of primary concern to this agency, and I am sure to all agencies throughout 
the country, is section 402 of the bill which amends section 102(a) of the ex- 
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isting law. This permits the acquisition of property, the start of relocation 
activities and demolition work in a redevelopment area upon approval of the 
preliminary plan, subject to the approval of the local governing body. This 
measure would permit substantial savings in time and money in bringing the 
end result of redevelopment to communities affected. The recent streamlining 
of legislation in the State of California at this last session is already being 
felt by ageucies who can now move much more quickly to achieve their objec- 
tives. I am confident that changes of a similar nature on the Federal scene 
would prove to be of even greater significance. 

Sections 109 and 110 of the bill would broaden the benefits of FHA sections 
220 and 221 programs to single persons: This is of particular importance to 
the Sacramento program in the relocation of its single male population, 
Although considerable efforts have been expended in the study and analysis of 
this group of people, we have not had the responses from private enterprise that 
would be assured if this type of housing could be included in the FHA program, 

Section 404 of the Housing Act of 1959 would amend section 103 of the 
existing law to enable this agency to participate in a communitywide study that 
is not confined to any single specific project area. With the growing realiza- 
tion of the importance of comprehensive planning for our community, this leg- 
islation would, we believe, more clearly define the existing philosophy of the 
urban renewal law. This is in keeping with the broad objectives of this pro- 
gram which is so vital to the revitalization of our communities. 

These measures are of immediate and critical importance to us, and we 
believe to agencies throughout the country, who will be confronted with the 
problems we have faced. We understand that in the throes of preparing a new 
measure that will best satisfy the needs of Congress and the administration, it 
is often difficult to incorporate amendments. These, we believe, however, to be of 
critical importance and would have little or no opposition. 

Your continued efforts on our behalf to take such steps as are possible to imple- 
ment these provisions into the new act would be most appreciated. 

Respectfully, 
JEROME F., Lipp, Executive Director 


CATLETTSBURG, Ky., July 24, 1959. 
Senator JoHN SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

We sincerely appreciate your efforts in sponsoring the passage of the Federal 
housing bill vetoed by the President. The people are overwhelmingly in favor 
of this legislation. After working hard on our first program for housing, our 
planning and housing commissions are at a standstill, without funds, because of 
the status of this bill. We have asked our Senators, Morton and Cooper, and our 
Representative, Hon. Carl Perkins, to aid you in its repassage, and to continue 
the 701 planning fund for city planning in Catlettsburg and other communities. 
Our small eastern Kentucky city needs the assistance of Federal housing to 
promote its growth and economic development. 


Charles G. Gibbs, Mayor, Charles Church, Chairman, Planning Com- 
mission: Dale §S. Hoon, Chairman, Housing Commission; 
Miss Felicia Patton, President, Catlettsburg Woman’s Club; 
Miss Carolyn Hart Clay, Member, Planning Commission; Mrs. 
Ruth E. Becker, City Treasurer; Ray F. Castle, Chief of Police; 
James E. Adkins, City Attorney; Ernest J. Henson, Member, 
Housing Commission; William A. Stewart, Member, Housing 
Commission ; Kelly D. Harper, President, Chamber of Commerce; 
John 8S. Wilson, Member, Housing Commission. 


COLLEGE Park, Mp., July 27, 1959. 
Senator JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Maryland Municipal League fully supports adequate urban renewal and low 
income housing bill. Urge passage. 
B. HERMAN ADKINS, President. 





STAT 
Ri 


PI 
ertie 
thor 

Tl 
thro 
auth 
real 

Al 
make 
reacl 
ties | 

wp 
ther 
Th 
ing 1 
ment 
neigh 
devel 
owne 
Th 
ings, 
accon 
ter al 
Am 
3 
devel: 
m3 
fair } 
a 
4. ] 
devel 
The 
Mosel 
and o 
origin 
been y 
The 
in res) 
delphi 
In ; 
cooper 
made 
“We 
ing as 
Se 
morn 
(W 


conve 





om- 
on; 
ub; 
irs. 
ice; 
ber, 






PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 347 


STATEMENT OF INCREASE IN TAXABLE VALUE OF REAL ESTATE AS RESULT OF URBAN 
RENEWAL ACTIVITY, BY RICHARDSON DILWworTH, MAyor, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 





Philadelphia stands to add some $235 million to the citys’ roll of taxable prop- 
erties in the near future as the result of urban renewal, the redevelopment au- 
thority disclosed today in its annual report for 1958. 

The increase in assessed valuation, resulting from upgrading of properties 
through one of the score or more of urban renewal projects currently on the 
authority’s books, would be achieved without increasing the existing tax rate on 
real estate. 

Already, the report states, “tax returns from renewal areas are beginning to 
make an impact on the city’s financial structure. The authority’s program 
reached the point where new taxables were created and values of older proper- 
ties were prevented from going downhill.” 

“The sound argument for (urban) renewal is now one of dollars and cents,” 
the report declares. 

The report shows that the increase in assessed valuation of properties is be- 
ing realized in a number of different ways—demolition of slums and replace- 
ment by modern dwellings and buildings, conservation of older but still sound 
neighborhoods through rehabilitation or “spot clearance,” utilization of under- 
developed or tax delinquent land such as Eastwick, and making vacant city- 
owned land available for industrial development. 

The comprehensive report, attractively illustrated with photographs and draw- 
ings, gives a progress report of the authority’s projects last year. It lists major 
accomplishments in Washington Square, Eastwick, the Food Distribution Cen- 
ter and university expansion as well as many smaller projects. 

Among other things, the authority : 

1. Acquired 2,546 acres of land in five project areas for purposes of re- 
development. 

2. Posted condemnation bonds with the courts to close to $70 million to insure 
fair payment for approximately 6,900 private properties legally acquired. 

3. Made available about 1,200 dwelling units. 

4. Handled a record of 2,707 relocation cases of rYamilies displaced by re- 
development or other governmental activity. 

The center spread of the annual report is a reprint of a speech by Michael von 
Moschzisker, authority chairman, calling for inclusion of sculptures, murals 
and other works of art in “sterile” buildings being erected today. The speech 
originally was delivered to a national editorial writers conference here and has 
been widely acclaimed. 

The annual report has 74 pages and has been deliberately made comprehensive 
in response to numerous requests for a “full report” on redevelopment in Phila- 
delphia, according to Executive Director Francis J. Lammer. 

In a covering letter to Mayor Dilworth, von Moschzisker paid tribute to the 
cooperation of city council and other city, State and Federal agencies which 
made the authority’s progress possible. 

“We share with our fellow citizens the pride of a new Philadelphia, now ris- 
ing as old walls come tumbling down,” he concluded. 


Senator SparkMAN. We will recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to re- 
convene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, July 28, 1959.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 28, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Hovsine, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, in room 5302, New Senate 
Office Building, at 10:05 a.m., Senator John J. Sparkman (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Sparkman, Clark, Muskie, Capehart, Bush, and 
Beall. 

Also present: Senators Bennett and Javits. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let the subcommittee come to order. 

We expect other members to be present. At least a couple of them 
have told us they would be a little late. So I think we had better 
get started. 

This is the fourth day of hearings during which the subcommittee 
is considering the President’s message disapproving the housing bill, 
8.57. We have heard testimony from representatives of the Bureau 
of the Budget, the Housing and Home Finance Agency, and from 
representatives of State and local governments. 

Today we will hear President George Meany, of the AFL-CIO, 
President John A. Hannah, of Michigan State University, and Presi- 
dent Calvert N. Ellis, of Juniata College, Huntingdon, Pa. 

In my opinion, housing legislation is a public issue of great sig- 
nificance to all members of the unions making up the American 
Federation of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organizations. 
I believe that President Meany will have the views of these members 
in mind and can relate to the subcommittee the position of his great 
organization. 

Presidents Hannah and Ellis are speaking in behalf of seven asso- 
ciations of higher educational institutions. The President’s mes- 
sage was particularly harsh in its objections to Federal programs af- 
fecting these institutions. The message charges that the funds for 
dormitory and classroom loans were excessive in amount, were to be 
loaned at “subsidized” interest rates, and would substitute “Federal 
spending for private investment.” 

_Anyone who is familiar with the testimony before this subcommittee 
since 1954 could not possibly characterize the $300 million loan author- 
ation as “excessive.” Furthermore, the bold assertion that the 
interest rate is “subsidized” and that Federal loans are replacing pri- 
vate loans will not bear close scrutiny. It is interesting to note that 
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neither the administration bill (S. 612) nor the bill introduced by Sen- 
ators Bush, Bennett, and Dirksen (S. 2378) contain any provision 
which would change the present interest rate formula—the formula 
which returns to the Government one quarter of 1 percent more than 
the average cost of the Federal debt. 

I hope that President Meany and President Hannah and Ellis can 
enlighten the subcommittee regarding the relative merits of S. 57 
as contrasted with the President's message and his proposals. 

We call the first witness now, who is Mr. George Meany, president 
of the AFL-CIO. 

Mr. Meany, if you will identify for the record the two associates 
with you, it will be appreciated. You proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE MEANY, PRESIDENT, ANDREW J. BIE- 
MILLER, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, AND BORIS 
SHISHKIN, SECRETARY OF THE HOUSING COMMITTEE, AFL-CIO 
























Mr. Meany. Andrew J. Biemiller, head of the legislative depart- 
ment of the AFL-CIO, and Mr. Boris Shishkin, of our housing 
committee. 

Senator Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Meany starts, if he 
will excuse me, I have to go to another committee. I am not a member 
of this committee but last. week—— 

Senator SparKMAN. You area member of the committee but not of 
the subcommittee, but you are always welcome. 

Senator Bennerr. Thank you. Last week I engaged in a colloquy 
with the mayor of Cleveland which demonstrated some confusion and 
lack of understanding of certain figures that we were both using. 
Since that time I have undertaken to develop the actual facts involved 
in the question of public housing in Cleveland, and I would appreciate 
it if the chairman would accept this statement for the record. 

Senator Sparkman. I suppose it can still be placed in the record at 
the same point at which we had the discussion, could we not? Would 
vou like to have it there 

Senator Bennerr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Meany, I appreciate the opportunity to get this in. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Senator Bennett. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, let me, 
first of all, commend the chairman and members of this committee for 
their high-minded devotion to the cause of better housing for the 

American people. We of organized labor know of the determined 
efforts you have made to secure enactment of a forward-looking hous- 
ing bill this year, beginning with comprehensive hearings on propose 
housing legislation in the very early days of the present congressional 
session. Failure of enactment of a housing bill this year can be en- 
tirely attributed to the dilatory actions of a reactionary coalition in 
the Congress and the indefensible veto by the President of the moder- 
ate constructive bill passed by substantial majorities in both Houses 
of Congress. 

The AFL-CIO asks this committee to recommend to the Congress 

that it immediately override the President's veto. Immediately after 
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the President vetoed the housing bill, I wrote to every Member of the 
Senate. I concluded my letter with these words: 

Enactment of the housing bill would contribute to the welfare of every Ameri- 
can family. It should be passed over the President’s veto without further 
delay. 

l ask that the full text of my letter, along with the accompanying 
fact sheet: be included in the record of this hearing. 

Senator SparkMAN. Without objection, that will be done, at the 
conclusion of President Meany’s remarks. 

Mr. Meany. Before commenting directly on the President’s veto 
message. I should like to state briefly our position with respect to the 
adequacy of S. 57. 

S. 57 isa moderate bill. 

It is our opinion $8. 57 is by no means a far-reaching bill. While 
we unhesitatingly support S. 57, we must in all candor state that it is 
a minimum bill. Moreover, it falls considerably short of the rec- 
ommendations of the AFL-CIO submitted when we testified before 
this committee earlier this year. Let me briefly indicate some of the 
most important discrepancies between S. 57 and our recommenda- 
tions for housing legislation : 

First, S$. 57 authorizes immediate construction of about 45,000 low- 
rent public housing units, of which approximately 10,000 are units 
which remain allocated from a previous authorization. Beginning 
on July 1, 1960, the bill authorizes the President, at his discretion, to 
permit naeeen il construction but at a maximum rate of only 35,000 
units per year. We recommended full restoration of the public hous- 
ing hte authorization in the Housing Act of 1949 without 
time limitation. This would have made possible construction as rap- 
idly as possible of 150,000 to 200,000 units. 

Second, S. 57 provides for a 2-year authorization for urban renewal 
totaling $900 million. We recommended, on the basis of the urgent 
need of cities to finance urban renewal projects, authorization of $600 
million a year for 10 years with provision for further increase by 
$150 million in any 1 year at the discretion of the President. 

We pointed to a continued need for low- interest, long-term loans 
for middle-income housing, and urged, as a very minimum, provision 
for such loans to finance housing of families displaced by urban re- 
newal and other public projects. S. 57 contains no such provision. 

In addition, S. 57 authorizes only $50 million for low-cost loans 
for housing for the elderly. This can at best establish only a small 
pilot project. We recommended authorization of $200 million for 
this purpose. 

We recommended authorization of an additional $1 billion to the 
Federal National Mortgage Association to support moderate-priced 
FHA and veterans’ housing. S. 57 contains no such provision. 

S. 57 authorizes $37.5 million for FNMA advance commitments for 
FHA cooperative housing under section 213. We recommended au- 
thorization of $300 million for this purpose. 

We recommended extension of VA direct loans to urban areas. 
8.57 contains no such provision. 

We recommended protection of homeowners against foreclosure in 


event of unemployment or other emergency. S. 57 has no such pro- 
Vision. 
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In addition, we recommended improvement of the farm housing 
program, positive Federal action against racial discrimination in hous- 
ing, and adequate funds for housing research. None of these needs 
is met in S. 57. 

Is S. 57 an “excessive” bill as the President has charged? Clearly 
it is not. It is a bill of modest scope which can only begin to meet 
the Nation’s highest priority requirements for housing and redevel- 
opment. 

S. 57 will strengthen the economy. 

The President has said he has vetoed the housing bill because in his 
view “it would do far more damage than good.” Before examining 
what “damage” the bill might conceivably do, let me indicate some of 
the good it will do. 

Enactment of S. 57 will make possible construction of some 200,000 
hemes which otherwise would not be built. Are those homes likely 
to be a glut on the market? Will they despress the economy? Quite 
the contrary. They are homes which American families desperately 
need—homes for low-income families now condemned to the filth and 
degradation of the slums, homes for elderly couples who deserve to 
live in dignity and comfort in their declining years, homes in coop- 
erative developments for moderate-income families who cannot afford 
the housing made available by speculative builders. These are homes 
America can ill afford not to have. 

Is the present or prospective rate of homebuilding so excessive that 
we should give up the opportunity to obtain these urgently needed 
homes? Last month the annual rate of private housing starts was 
1,370,000. (Cutbacks in low-rent public housing programs have made 

ublic housing starts a negligible factor in total housing activity.) 

his was above the rate of some recent years but below the rate in 
both June 1950 and June 1955. Moreover, the 1959 rate is far less 
than the 2 million units a year required to meet the Nation’s minimum 
housing needs. 

Even more important is the fact that housing starts have been de- 
clining during the first half of this year and are expected to decline 
even more during the remainder of 1959. If this decline takes place, 
it will repeat the pattern of both 1950 and 1955. The seasonally 
adjusted annual rate of housing starts fell from 1,486,000 in August 
1950 to 918,000 in July 1951 and remained at very low levels until 
mid-1954. Housing starts were also relatively high during the latter 
part of 1954 and in 1955 but then dropped below an annual rate of 
1 million in early 1957. In both periods, it was the low level of hous- 
ing activity which had an important effect in bringing on the ensuing 
recessions of 1953-54 and 1957-58. 

This is a pattern which must not be repeated. One effective “se 
of preventing another recession is to assure the maintenance of a hig 
level of housing activity. Enactment of S. 57 will help to make this 
possible. 

S. 57 will also do much good by generating at least 500,000 jobs— 
onsite in housing and urban renewal projects, and offsite in factories 
producing brick, lumber, steel, cement, electrical equipment, furniture, 
and many other products needed for housing and urban renewal 
construction. 
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Despite the decline in unmeployment during the past year, we still 
had in America last month 4 million full-time unemployed, 4.9 per- 
cent of our total labor force. An additional 2.5 million were work- 
ing part time because they could not find full-time jobs. Thus, despite 
the optimistic but often misleading reports in the press, unemploy- 
ment is still a serious problem in America. The 500,000 jobs that 
can be made available by the enactment of S. 57 can help lessen this 
burden of involuntary joblessness. 

S. 57 will provide needed homes and needed jobs. In addition, 
its authorization for urban renewal will make it possible for cities 
all over the country to tear out their cancerous slums and carry out 
rebuilding programs which they have enthusiastically launched. All 
of this will help stave off the onset of a new recession and contribute 
the the Nation’s economic prosperity while making America a better 
place in which to live. Thisisthe good S. 57 will do. 

What about the alleged “damage” this bill would do, the “dam- 
age” which the President in his veto message claims would outweigh 
its good? The President charges the bill is “extravagant,” “infla- 
tionary,” “would tend to substitute Federal spending for private 
investment,” “places needless limitations on the FHA,” and “con- 
tains provisions which are discriminatory and unfair.” Let me briefly 
comment on each of these allegations. 

Is S. 57 an “extravagant” bill? 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is not necessary 
for me to dwell long on this point, because the statement you made 
on July 15, when you announced these hearings, so effectively answers 
the President’s charge. We cannot find the slightest flaw in your 
statement. You made it quite clear that the total difference between 
the authorizations recommended by the President and those in S. 
57 is not $1.4 billion as the President asserts, but some $565 million. 
Moreover, as we have shown in the table submitted with this state- 
ment, the total estimated budget expenditures for fiscal 1960 re- 
quired by S. 57 would be a maximum of only $69 million. This is 
less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total budget for the current 
fiscal year. Surely these figures do not sustain the President’s charge 
of “extravagance.” 

Criticizing the bill’s public housing authorization, the President 
says: 

Even though we have over 100,000 previously authorized public housing 
units as yet unbuilt, the bill would authorize 190,000 more. 

As you have pointed out, Mr. Chairman, and as Mr. Mason and 
Mr. Slusser of the Housing Agency have acknowledged, the 100,- 
000 public housing units to which the President refers are all under 
commitment and some of these are in various stages of construction. 
The 45,000 units S. 57 authorizes for immediate commitment are 
less than the backlog of applications already on file in the Public 
Housing Administration from cities all over the country. There can 
be no doubt, moreover, that this backlog far understates the actual 
need for public housing construction since cities were naturally re- 
luctant to file applications for their total requirements in the face 
of the severe cutbacks and even threatened extinction of the public 
housing program. 
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Is S. 57 inflationary ¢ 

S. 57 would be inflationary if it could be demonstrated that it would 
force up housing prices. But experience as well as commonsense 
indicate that housing prices decline when the housing volume ex- 
pands. Thus, the increase in housing construction resulting from the 
Kmergency Housing Act in 1958 was accompanied by a fall in hous- 
ing prices. According to surveys by the National Association of Home 
Builders, the median price of new houses dropped from $15,100 in 
1957 to $14,100 a year later. On the other hand, when housing starts 
sharply declined from 1955 to 1956, the median price of new homes 
increased by $1,100. 

The fact is that S. 57 is not an “inflationary” bill. Inflated prices 
are the result of scarcities and shortages. The housing shortages pre- 

vailing now tend to drive up the charges for both sales and rental 
Seadiee By relieving the housing shortages, enactment of S. 57 
will help reduce inflationary prices rather than increase them. 

Would 8. 57 “substitute Federal spending for private investment”? 

The word “substitute,” which the President has used, implies that 
S. 57 unnecessarily authorizes Federal spending for programs for 
which private funds would be available in amounts necessary and 
at, terms required to achieve the objectives of the bill. But it is clear 
that private funds are not available for’the most urgently needed 
programs authorized by S. 57. 

Certainly private builders have demonstrated that they are unable 
or unwilling to build decent. housing within the means of low-income 
families. Private funds are not available to meet the write-down 
costs of urban renewal. Private funds may conceivably be avail- 
able for college housing but only on exorbitant financial terms which 
would completely defeat the purposes of the program. Private lend- 
ers are unwilling to make low-interest, long-term loans on housing for 
the elderly. 

Thus, the authorization in S. 57—which, as this committee well 
knows, are predominantly for fully repayable loans’ and not for out- 
right Federal spending—are not “substitutes” for private investment. 
They will simply make funds available for urgently needed housing 
and redevelopment projects for which private investment is either 
entirely unavailable or unavailable in sufficient amount. 

Does the bill place “needless limitation on the FHA program”! 

S. 57 authorizes an additional $5 billion for FHA mortgage in- 
surance. The President asks that FHA be given a complete ‘blank 
check and that all limitations on FHA mortgage insurance be re 
moved. At the same time, the President calls for extremely parsi- 
monious year-to-year authorizations for other housing and redevelop- 
ment programs. What. the President is really saying, therefore, is 
that there should be no limitations and not even congressional review 
of programs of Federal financial assistance for housing for well-to-do 
families while the most stringent restrictions should be placed on 
programs aimed at providing “decent housing for our worst housed 
families. 

Certainly this is a completely untenable and indefensible postige 
If we do have scarce resources for housing purposes—and I would 
strongly contend that we do not—restrictions should be placed on 
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housing construction for those who are already well housed and not 
on housing for families who desperately need adequate dwellings. 

Is the bill “discriminatory and unfair” in its urban renewal pro- 
visions ¢ 

This allegation apparently refers to the prohibition in S. 57 on the 
administration’s badly conceived rationing program. But, as your 
statement makes perfectly clear, Mr. Chairman, large numbers of 
small cities throughout the country which submitted their applica- 
tions before the rationing program went into effect are now partici- 
pating in the urban renewal program. Clearly the rationing pro- 
gram 1s not necessary to assure wide partic ipation of small communi- 
ties in the urban renewal program. All that is needed is adequate 
funds for the program as a whole, but this is precisely what the 
President is resisting. 

In these brief comments, Mr. Chairman, I have tried to show that 
the “damage” S. 57 would do is entirely illusory. It would do no 
damage, but the good it would do is real and it is tangible. It would 
take the form of needed houses, reduced unemployment, and rebuilt 
and modernized cities. Indeed, rather than damage our country as 
the President claims, S. 57 would contribute lasting benefit to the 
Nation. 

We ask this committee to recommend to the Congress that it 
promptly override the President’s veto so that S. 57 can be put into 
effect without further delay. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Sen: aig Sparkman. Mr. Meany, in your mimeographed copy you 
have the dates “1954-55.” You read it “1953-54.” Did you intend 
that change? 

Mr. Meany. “1953-54” I intended as right. 

Senator SPaRKMAN. It isa typographical error. 

Thank you, Mr. Meany. That is a very fine and clear statement. 
By the way, just for the sake of absolute accuracy, I will call your 
attention to something else. You say: 

8. 57 authorizes immediate construction of about 45,000 low-rent public housing 
units, of which approximately 10,000 are units which remain allocated from a 
previous authorization. 

Mr. Mrany. Yes. 

Senator SparkMAN. I believe the word “allocated” is not properly 
used there. They had not been allocated and subsequently died. 
The authority for them expired. What we do is to pick up the au- 
thority and give it new life. Had these 10,000 units been allocated, 
they would not have died. It is more or less technical, but we want 
it absolutely clear. I think it would be better to say 10,000 units 
which expired from a previous authorization. 

Mr. Meany. [accept that correction. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Capehart ? 

Senator CareHart. No questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Clark? 

Senator CiarKk. No questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Meany, I have listened and followed your 
statement closely. Talking here yesterday with Governor Lawrence, 
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of Pennsylvania, I pointed out that in a matter like this it seems 
apparent that the President is motivated by the fact that he has to 
consider all items in the Federal budget which are in a very high level, 
aproximately $77 billion in this fiscal year. He has to consider the 
pressing needs in connection with housing and such matters, along- 
side such tremendous budgetary items as the agricultural budget 
which is now up around a billion dollars, money for veterans which 
is up above $5 billion, and interest on the public debt which is up 
above $8 billion, not to mention the overall defense expenditures 
which are in the neighborhood of $45 billion or more. He does 
have to consider these things in relation to each other and perhaps 
be a little more moderate in his views in connection with each of 
them than the special interests in favor of each are disposed to be. 

But he did decide that he would veto this bill, and the question 
now before us is whether we attempt to override the veto or whether 
we attempt to draft a bill which will present something to him that 
he believes he can justifiably sign and that will fit into the whole 
program. This is the course that I personally hope that the com- 
mittee will take and that the Congress will take. I hope that because 
it is quite apparent, I think, that the Congress will not override this 
veto. It would be a great-shame for the Congress to take the respon- 
sibility of going home without having enacted any housing legislation. 

We have before us at least one other bill which presents the same 
program, more or less, with moderated amounts respecting urban 
renewal and college housing. Some of the items which you mentioned 
are not included, but I believe the committee could work out a bill 
which would get the approval of the President. 

We must not forget that the President is a part of the legislative 
process under the Constitution of the United States. 

In view of the critical nature of the situation as you have described 
it so well in your statement, do you think we should take a chance on 
going home and leaving the President with a likelihood of veto in 
a bill like S. 57, or do you think we should attempt to meet his views 
and come up with a bill that will at least assure the continuation 
of the housing program in its more important aspects in the future 
immediately ahead? That is the question that I ask you, what you 
think we should do. 

Mr. Meany. That, of course, gets into the realm of congressional 
thinking that I am not too expert on, the question of whether a veto 
can be overridden. I think thai I would have to refer you to experts 
on that, not myself. But on the question of the President’s problem, 
naturally, we know that the budgets are always a problem. However, 
we just feel in this case that the President is not giving the proper 
weight to the question of housing in looking at his available money, 
let us say. 

We think this is just about as modest a bill in this field as could 
possibly be drawn by Congress, and I certainly would not want to ad- 
vise Congress to enact a bill just so that they could go home and saj, 
“We enacted a housing bill.” I think that would be sort of a fraud m 
the public, unless the bill contained some substance in the way of meet- 
ing this problem. ; 

is is an enormous problem, the question of housing. We know 
what the defense problem is, and we know that, of course, is a big 
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problem. And of course we know we have to pay interest on our debts, 
and we know that the interest rates have to go up, because, well, some- 
how or other, if you send the rates up that discourages inflation. I 
am not an expert on that, either, I do not understand that; but I do 
know that when the interest rates go up the bankers of the country 
are becoming really embarrassed by this question of interest rates 
going up. They are making so much money they do not know what 
to ao. 

We know, of course, these are all the President’s problems, but the 
housing is a terrific problem even from the standpoint of national de- 
fense. It is quite obvious that the war that we are in, barring some 
unforeseen, unpredictable accident on the part of these people over 
in the Kremlin, will continue to be more of an economic war or so- 
called cold war with very little possibility of a shooting war except 
by mistake or except if we become so weak militarily that the mere 
threat of a shooting war will bowl us over. We do not advocate cut- 
ting defense spending for the sake of any other items, but the point 
is that housing is a real problem in this nation. And the Soviets tell 
us they are going to outstrip us, and they certainly have presented 
enough of a record in certain fields to indicate that we just cannot 
write off all their boasts. 

I think one of the things that we have to do in this whole national 
defense picture is provide for better homes for the people of America. 
And I think in this case the President has not given the proper weight 
on the question of money to the question of housing. And I contend 
further that this is really a modest bill. When you take into account 
the tremendous scope of this problem, the number of families affected, 
the millions of people affected, certainly this bill was a modest bill, 
and the expenditure called for, I think, was very, very small in com- 


; parison to other measures. We think the President made a mistake 


- we giving proper weight to this question of housing and enacting 
this bill. 

As to whether the veto can be overridden, I do not know and I do 
not pretend to want to know. That is a matter for the leaders here, 
and I am = sure they know their business. But we just cannot 
envisage a bill giving less than this being of any great importance. 

That, in a sense, is my remark on your question, Mr. Bush. 


Senator Bus. I do not think I have any other questions, Mr. 
Chairman. 


Senator SparKMAN. Senator Clark? 

Senator Ciark. No questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Beall ? 

Senator Braun. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. I do want to 
say that I am sorry that I missed Mr. Meany’s presentation. He is 
one of my very good constituents. 

I will read your statement with a good deal of interest. 

It is, of course, always a pleasure to see my old colleague, Mr. 
Biemiller. 

Senator SparKMAN. You have a copy of Mr. Meany’s statement ? 

Senator Brat. Yes, sir, I do. 

Senator SparKMAN. I recommend the reading of that statement, 

ause it is very interesting. 

Senator Muskie ? 
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Senator Muskie. No questions. I would like to say I enjoyed the 
testimony and found it an excellent statement. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Javits? 

Senator Javirs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I may, I would like 
to ask Mr. Meany’s comment on statement I would like to make. I was 
not here yesterday, being away on official business, and hence missed 
that session. 

I would like to explore with you for a minute, if I may, Mr. Meany, 
this question of overriding the veto. You are not interested in the 
strictly political exercise of the efforts to override the veto just because 
the President vetoed it and we are going to try to override it. You 
are interested in it only because it can be ‘done if the legislation merits 
it. Am I correct in that ¢ 

Mr. Meany. Yes. 

Senator JAvirs. Mr. Meany, if you felt on the calculation we have 
before us that a veto could not be overridden, then the path of wisdom 
would be to write a new bill; is that correct? That would be your 
experience / 

Mr. Meany. Yes, sir. 

Senator Javits. If we did write a new bill, do you feel that we ought 
to write one which gives enough accommodation, whether in the coun- 
try or in the Congress, to those who did not vote for the previous bill 
so as to enlist more support for the bill we write? Hence, the Con- 
gress could pass a bill over the President’s veto providing it had enough 
support / ¢ 

Mr. Meany. I feel if you reach that point where you feel you cannot 
override a veto and you have to do some changing of the bill, you 
have to accommodate the President. You do not have to accommo- 
date the people who did not vote for this bill, because you have enough 
people to pass this bill. 

Senator Javirs. Mr. Meany, is not our real problem getting a bill 
designed to get enough support in the Congress so that the vote would 
be great enough to reduce opposition significantly, notwithstanding we 

-annot meet every one of the President’s exceptions? Should not we 
be striving to get enough support in the Congress so that either the 

President could sign it or it could nonetheless become law ? 

Mr. Meany. You are addressing yourself entirely to the matter of 
passing a bill, not housing. You are addressing yourself to the legis- 
lative mechanics and the relation of Congress with the Executive in 
getting a bill passed. If you say would it be wise to get a bill that 
you can get enough votes so that he might sign or if he does not sign 
that you ‘then would have enough votes for ov erriding veto, I do not 
know, but certainly you cannot water this S. 57 down much further. 
It is pretty well watered down, and I contend it is a very modest ap- 
proach. I, for one, would certainly not advise my people that a great 
record was made if you just bring in a bill that just has the name of 
a housing bill without any substance to it. This is a real problem, 
and the political angles concerned, Senator, are not my business. You 
have to work them out for yourself. 

Senator Javits. I think you have answered my question in your very 
last remark. That is, what would your great organization support, 
because I think your support can be very important in this whole sit 
uation. As I understand it, the AFL-CIO would very seriously con 
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sider supporting a very meaningful bill even if it were not, because of 
the exigencies of the situation, up fully to the moderate bill—and I 
agree W vith you it is moderate—which the President vetoed. That was 
the main point of my question, and I gather you agreed with that. 

I think you know, Mr. Meany, I was very much in favor of S. 57. 
I was the first to say so in public. Do you feel that any housing bill has 
to contain some public housing? I think the veto indicated no public 
housing will be satisfactory. Do you think we have to have some public 
housing in a meaningful housing bill ? 

Mr. Meany. Y es, T do. 

Senator Javits. And do you have any similar feeling with respect 
to the amount of funds provided for urban renewal as contrasted with 
the amounts which were mentioned in the so-called administration 
bill, which are about $300 million less than the amounts specified in 
8.57 for the first 2 years ? 

Mr. Meany. I do not know. You are trying to weigh the relative 
values of the two portions. 

Senator Javirs. I withdraw that question. I have no desire to get 
your evaluation of something you do not know the value of. But you 
certainly feel we have to have some public housing, notwithstanding 
the menace of a veto. 

Is there any other aspect of the bill which is not now contained in 
Senator Bush’s bill which you would consider must be in a housing 
measure to make it, even on a minimum basis, deserving of AFL-CIO 
support ? 

Mr. Meany. I have not seen Senator Bush’s bill. We have this com- 
parison chart between these bills which was presented by the commit- 
tee, and we feel that S. 57 is about a minimum in all these figures. 

Senator Javits. So you would not wish to see any of the programs 


which are specified by S. 57 omitted from a new bill ? 
Mr. Meany. That is right. 


Senator Javirs. Thank you. 

Senator Carrnart. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Capehart. 

Senator Carenart. It seems to me that the two points of controversy 
here have to do with the amount of money for urban renewal and pub- 
lichousing. On college housing the difference is between $300 million 
and $200 million. I am not sure that is too serious for the next 12 
months. But the controv ersy here, outside of some features of S. 57 
that have to do more with wording than anything else, like “first come, 
first served,” which could be handled by the administration regardless 
of the language, it seems to me all hinges around how much money 
public housing and how much money for urban renewal. The rest of 
it is, to a certain degree, window trimming. It seems to me that the 
Congress and the President ought to be able to get together very 
quickly on a practical amount of 1 money for urban renewal and public 
housing. 

The words “urban renewal” were made a part of the 1954 housing 
bill. I was the author of that bill and reported it as the chairman 
of the committee, reported it to the floor of the Senate. On that bill 
I stated in the report and it was generally understood that we could 
not have urban renewal without some public housing. We could not 


clean up the slums through urban renewal without having a place to 
move these poor people. 
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So it seems to me that what we are down to here is urban renewal 
that has to do, as far as the human being is concerned, with the poorer 
people of the country and public housing which has to do with the 

oorer —— of the country. Yet we are squawking over an amount. 

or public housing, the administration says none; for urban renewal, 
they say a lesser amount. It seems to me we are spending a lot of time 
and effort on words, and tempers are flaring over something that we 
ought to be able to get together on. 

I do not particularly care whether it is S.57 as the conferees re- 
ported it or if it is the old S. 57 that was first reported to the floor 
of the Senate, or if it is the bill that Senator Sparkman introduced 
earlier in the year. I introduced a bill earlier in the year, and Sen- 
ators Bush, Bennett, and Dirksen introduced one. But when we get 
to all of those bills it seems the controversy is over urban renewal and 
public housing. 

The thing that I cannot understand is that at the beginning of the 
Eisenhower administration when we controlled the Congress and I 
was chairman of this committee we had, I think it was, a hundred 
men that studied this housing problem, and we were very, very en- 
thusiastic about the results that we were going to achieve. I think 
history will prove that the bill we passed in 1954 was up to that 
time the most liberal housing bill ever passed, and the President was 
very enthusiastic about it. We particularly went into urban renewal 
in a way that it had not been gone into before. Prior to that it had 
been called slum clearance, and I think it had some other name. 

Senator SparKMAN. Redevelopment. 

Senator CaperHart. Redevelopment. In 1954 we called it urban 
renewal, which it was. 

It seems to me the Congress and the President ought to be able 
to get together quickly on the amount for public housing and urban 
renewal. As far as college housing is concerned, I think colleges 
will agree it does not make too much difference over the next 12 
months whether it is $200 million or $300 million. They would rather 
have $300 million, but possibly $200 million is about all they can ab- 
sorb or use. There are a few other things that are in the bill that may 
be desirable, but they are pretty much a matter of words. 

On urban renewal, the first-come, first-served procedure is the way 
they handled the matter until September 1958. The administration 
handled it on that basis. Then they ran short and started rationing. 
Then we put in this bill a provision that we go back on first-come-first- 
served basis, which I did not agree with at the time and do not par- 
ticularly agree with at this time. I do not think it is too serious, be- 
cause the administration can handle it as they did over the years. 
It seems to me we are talking about something, spending a lot of time 

on something, that we ought to be able to get together on quite easily. 

Senator Rontenen Mr. Meany, I should like to ask you a few 
questions; not many. I noticed one figure you used in your state- 
ment that I want to call to your attention and differ with you. 
notice that you qualified it by the use of the term “maximum.” That 
is the impact on the 1960 budget. You say the maximum amount will 
be $69 million. 

Mr. Meany. On the 1960 budget. 

Senator SparKMAN. The 1960 budget ? 
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Mr. Meany. Yes. 
Senator SparKMAN. You have adopted almost the same figures as 
the administration. We went over that rather thoroughly last Thurs- 
day when Mr. Mason and the heads of his constituent agencies who 
were with us, and I think it is only fair to say that all of it is an 
estimate. Our staff made an estimate and came up with $28 million 
as the total impact on the 1960 budget, whereas the administration 
‘ame up with $75,340,000 as the total impact on the budget. 

The administration’s own bill, according to their figures, would 
affect the 1960 budget by $4,600,000, although I call your attention to 
the fact that that is only part of their program. For instance, for 
their college housing program, the classroom part of it is carried in 
an entirely different bill. It is pending before another committee. 
It calls for $500 million in grants, whereas we call for $62.5 million 
in loans. 

That is not in the picture, either in the veto message or in the con- 
sideration of a good many people who think about the housing pro- 
gram. I mention that just to show the inadequacy of comparison. 

However, our staff, in coming up with estimates, estimated the total 
impact on the 1960 budget as $28 million, and if you take off the 
impact of the administration’s program, excluding that college class- 
room program that they proposed in a separate piece of legislation, 
it would show a difference of only $23,400,000. 

I will say again, the figures on the part of the administration repre- 
sent estimates by their staff members; figures on our part represent 
estimates by our staff members. I believe that probably there is room 
for argument with each. But I submit and claim that our staff 
members are just about as good at estimating these as are the staff 
members from downtown. So I hope that you will not accept that 
figure as being absolutely accurate, because I am sure that it is not. 

Mr. Meany. Thank you. We do not feel it is too much. 

Senator SparKMAN. If you consider that probably half of that 
represents loan programs that are to be paid back to the Government, 
on which the Government makes a profit, is it a very big expenditure 
to make in order to provide a program that will help attain the ideal 
of a decent home for every American family ? 

Mr. Meany. Even if it goes up the maximum that we used, I still 
do not think that it is an excessive figure. I do not agree with the 
President that it is extravagant, even if it does go up to $69 million. 

Senator SparKMAN. I want to say that I particularly appreciated 
your discussion of the question of inflation. It may seem a little sur- 
prising, but you know we have not had much luck so far getting any- 
body to handle that subject. When we asked the Budget Bureau 
about it they said they had nothing to do with writing the veto mes- 
sage, they knew nothing about the question of inflation. When we 
asked Mr. Mason of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, he said 
they had nothing to do with the writing of this message, and they had 
nothing to do with the question of inflation. We have had a great 
deal of discussion of where the veto message came from, who supplied 
the misinformation to the President, but so far we have not had very 
much discussion on the subject of inflation. You are the first one who 
has given us a real discussion of it, and I want to say that your dis- 
cussion is very helpful. 


43777—59——-24 
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May I ask you this: Do you agree with me that decent shelter is a 
normal economic requirement of the American families, the same as 
food or clothing or medicine, in the same general category? Of 
course, to me it is even more important than that. 

Mr. Meany. Of course, decent shelter is a normal requirement, but 
in this overall picture which really threatens the security of the whole 
Nation, this cold war, decent shelter for more and more families is 
part of the cold war, in my opinion. We have to get these hundreds of 
thousands of people into decent shelters. 

Senator SparkMAN. As long as there are no shortages in the ele- 
ments that are used to construct homes, do you believe that there is 
inflation? You have on your right a very fine economic expert. If 
you like, I might ask him that question. 

Mr. Meany. I am not an economic expert, but I was taught by the 
statements of the economists for many, many years that the major 

cause of inflation is a shortage of goods that people want to buy and 
cannot buy. 

Senator SparkMAN. That is the old classic statement: Too much 
money chasing too few goods. 

Mr. Meany. That is right, that is the classic statement, but it is 
quite obvious that in the field of housing the less housing you build 
the higher price it is going to be when it is passed on to the consumer. 
That is elementary. 

Senator SparKMAN. There are certain overhead costs that bring 
that. about, is that not true? 

Mr. Meany. Yes. 

Senator SparkMAN. Is there a shortage today of materials fer 
building homes? 

Mr. Meany. No. 

Senator SparKMAN. Is there a shortage of labor? 

Mr. Meany. No. 

Senator Sparkman. So far as you know, is there a shortage of 
money ? 

Mr. Meany. When you talk about a shortage of money, you get 
into the question of the cost of hiring the money, and the cost “of 
hiring the money is pretty high right now. But I do not think there 
is a shortage of money. 

Senator SparkMANn. We are in the greatest boom area in the coun- 
try’ s history, are we not? I probably ought not to use that term 

“boom area,” but our gross national product is at an all-time high. 
Is that not true? 

Mr. Meany. It is something that is fantastic. We wouldn’t have 
dreamed of it a few years ago, so we are certainly not in a bad way 
from that point of view. Accor ding to the reports we get from Wall 
Street there is a lot of money a ailable, People are really crowding 
in up there like they did in 1928 and 192 

Senator Sparkman. And, by the a9 , Mr. Meany, you agree with 
me, do you not, that there is need for a considerable program of hous- 


ing? I mean all types of housing, FHA, elderly housing, college 
housing, all kinds. 
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Mr. Meany. According to our figures—and I contend that we have 
people in this field, not “only Mr. Shishkin and others that know as 
much about it as anybody, and we base our estimates on real informa- 
tion—not only is there a shortagge, but we are not even keeping up 
to date. We are not even keeping up to the demand we are getting 
year after year with the growth of population and with the deteriora- 
tion of the older homes. We are not even breaking even in this race 
for housing. 

Senator SparKMAN. To say nothing of cutting down on the back- 
log? 

‘Mr. Meany. On the backlog; no, sir. 

Senator Crark. Mr, C hairman, will the Senator yield ? 

Senator SparKMAN. May I just complete this thought, please, and 
then I will yield. 

Mr. Meany, in my opinion, if S. 57 were enacted into law, the pro- 
duction of homes over the next 12 months will probably be about 
1,300,000. Do you think that excessive ? 

Mr. Meany. No. No. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Or extravagant? 

Mr. Meany. Our estimate is we need 2 million a year. 

Senator SparRKMAN. I know your estimate. Yes. 

Senator Clark. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to make an ob- 
servation which perhaps Mr. Meany would want to comment on. I 
do not think we ought to be deceived by the fact that the gross na- 
tional product has increased substantially during the last 6 months, 
because in terms of per capita national growth in stable dollars our 
economy has grown hardly at all. During the last 6 years it has 
grown ata rate of not much more than 1 percent per annum. 

One reason, in my judgment, has been because the housing business 
has been subject to such fluctuation owing to the inability to have 
an adequate money supply. If we are going to move ahead with an 
adequate national growth, it is absolutely essential, in my opinion, 
that we should have enough housing built to begin to fill the gap 
between what the American people need in terms of decent shelter 
and what they are getting today. I agree thoroughly with the chair- 
man and with Mr. Meany that there is absolutely no inflationary 
aspect to this bill and that we need desperately to put these people to 

work to make the materials, to put up the houses to increase the gross 
national product, because our expanding population is cutting down 
the real growth of our economy in per capita terms. 

It is very hard to get people to understand that. 

Thank you for letting me make this statement. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mr. Meany, just one other thing that I would 
invite your comment on. 

Of course, as you know, this hearing is really for the dual purpose 
of determining whether or not we should enact S. 57 into law not- 
withstanding the President’s disapproval, or whether we should try 
to write another bill which we would hope would get his approval. 

I want to say that so far as I personally am concerned, I have 
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absolutely no inerest in it from a purely political or partisan stand- 
point. I want a housing program that will do a good job in pro- 
viding decent shelter in decent surroundings for American families. 
But there is one thing that disturbs me, and this is what I would like 
to have you comment on. 

Here we have a veto message from the highest official in this coun- 
try, the President of the United States; a constitutional act. It be- 
“ame a permanent record in the United States, and I think that it 
has been generally agreed, admitted by the witnesses who have ap- 
peared before this committee and, I am sure, by a goodly number of 
committee members, that that veto message did not give to the people 
of this country the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
but that it carried distortions, half-truths, and misleading statements. 

The thing that bothers me is this: Should we allow that to be 
accepted as a historical document in connection with the legislative 
process during the year 1959, or should we at least try our best to 
discharge our constitutional responsibility and do as much as we can 
toward expunging it from the record. It will not be expunged, but 
at least we can show our disapproval of it. I would like to have you 
comment on that. 

Mr. Meany. Again you are trying to put me in the position of 
advising Members of Congress what to do. 

Let me say this, just speaking for myself personally. If I were 
a Member of Congress and I were faced with a veto message of this 
character, which I say is full of errors and I don’t know where their 
reasoning comes from—it is not only full of errors in judging the 
problem, but it indicates a lack of knowledge of the real facts in 
regard to this situation—if I were a Member of Congress I would at 
least want a chance to vote on the question of a veto. I think it would 
be a disservice to the American people to just accept a veto which 
is in error on the ground of expediency and then try to pass a bill so 
that I could go back to my constituents and say I passed a housing 
bill. I think that would be a fraud on the American people. 

Insofar as Senator Clark’s remarks about the gross national prod- 
uct, I commented on that in connection with your question of whether 
money were available. I still think that despite all this increase in 
gross national product that we are still not keeping up to a rate of 
growth that is necessary to keep us from future recessions. We are 
not growing at the rate of 3 or 4 percent a year, we are growing at 
the rate of 1 percert and perhaps now maybe a little more than that. 

This money that is involved here is really not a gift from the Gov- 
ernment; this is an investment, and it is an investment in growth. 
Surely with the population trend that we have in this country we have 
to invest for growth and surely in the most elementary requirement of 
people, and that is for a decent place to live. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Meany. 

Any further questions? 

Thank you very much. We appreciate the appearance of you 
gentlemen and the contribution you have made. 

(The material attached to Mr. Meany’s statement follows :) 


Hor 
Sen 
Wa 

] 
por 
of t 

7 
sen 
gro 

I 
hou 
hea 

I 
hou 

I 
the 
ren 
ove 
dity 
can 
econ 

T 
hou 
hig 
and 

I 
den 
vid 
Pre 
for 
nee 

T 
mu 
gre 
500 
equ 
nov 

. 
can 

I 

y 


Act 
ove 
nee 
urg 
urk 
ney 
ele 
urt 


ou 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8S. 57 365 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: I am writing you to ask your leadership and sup- 
port in securing the reenactment by this Congress, over the Presidential veto 
of the housing bill, 8S. 57 as approved by both Houses of Congress. 

The President’s rejection of this modest and moderate housing program, es- 
sential to meet the needs of a rising population and to sustain stable economic 
growth is ill conceived and ill advised. 

It is ill conceived because it completely ignores the current and the future 
housing needs of the typical American family and requirements for sustaining a 
healthy expanding economy. 

It is ill advised because it completely misreads the meaning of the proposed 
housing law, framed by Congress after extensive hearings and searching study. 

In his veto message, the President alleges that the bill is extravagant. But, 
the bill authorizes a total of less than $1.4 billion for all of the housing and urban 
renewal it would make possible. Since much of this money would be spent 
over a period of years, the bill adds only about $64 million to fiscal 1960 expen- 
ditures. Certainly these are rockbottom minimum amounts which the Nation 
can ill afford not to spend unless we are willing to face ever-spreading slums, 
continuing deterioration of our cities and chronic housing shortages. 

The President also claims that the bill is inflationary. But it is the severe 
housing shortages now prevailing that drive up sales prices and rents to ever 
higher levels. Knactment of this housing bill would relieve the housing shortage 
and thereby reduce the inflationary pressure of an inadequate housing supply. 

In place of the forward-looking housing bill passed by the Congress, the Presi- 
dent proposes a completely inadequate housing program focused mainly on pro- 
viding additional homes for higher income families already well housed. The 
President completeiy ignores the needs of low income families and the elderly 
for decent homes within their means and would deal a death blow to the urgently 
needed slum clearance and urban renewal programs. 

The AFL-CIO calls on the Congress to override the President’s veto of the 
much needed housing bill. Enactment of the housing bill as passed by the Con- 
gress would provide 200,000 urgently needed homes, assure jobs to at least 
500,000 workers and utilize large amounts of building materials and other 
equipment readily available for constructing and furnishing homes Americans 
now need. 

Enactment of the housing bill would contribute to the welfare of every Ameri- 
can family. It should be passed over the President’s veto without further delay. 

Enclosed is fact sheet on the Housing Act of 1959, for your reference and study. 

With many thanks for your consideration and help in this vital matter, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE MEANY, President. 





Fact SHEET—HovusiNe Act or 1959 (S. 57) 


The President has vetoed the moderate noninflationary compromise Housing 
Act of 1959 (S. 57) passed by both Houses of Congress. Unless the Congress 
overrides his veto, the Nation will be deprived of : 200,000 homes, including much 
needed homes for low-income families; $900 million over the next 2 years 
urgently required to permit cities to tear out cancerous slums and carry out 
urban redevelopment; At least 500,000 jobs—on-site in housing and urban re- 
newal projects, and off-site in factories producing brick, lumber, steel, cement, 
electrical equipment, furniture and many other products needed for housing and 
urban renewal construction. 

[See attached table 1 for details of materials and equipment needed for the 
200,000 homes the housing bill would make possible. ] 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE BILL 


The major objectives of the housing bill are to: 

1. Advance toward the goal of a good home for every American family. 

2. Maintain a healthy construction industry with a high level of employment 
in building and construction. 

3. Provide effective means to fight our disgraceful slum problem. 

4. Meet the special needs of low-income families and the elderly for good 
homes within their means. 

MAJOR PROVISIONS 


Urban renewal.—Authorizes $900 million over a 2-year period for slum clear- 
ance and urban renewal. This is the absolute minimum amount necessary to 
maintain an effective urban renewal and slum clearance program. 

Public housing—Authorizes construction of 45,000 low-rent public housing 
units for low-income families with Presidential discretion to permit 100,000 addi- 
tional units but at a rate of not more than 35,000 a year. 

Housing for the elderly.—Authorizes a new program of long-term loans to 
nonprofit corporations for housing for the elderly at an interest rate reflecting 
the cost of money to the Government. (This is the same interest rate formula 
now used for college housing loans.) This new program would enable non- 
profit corporations to build housing for the elderly at rentals at least $20 a 
month below those now available. 

Cooperative housing.—Provides for specially needed financial assistance for 
section 213 cooperatice housing by FNMA (Federal National Mortgage Associa- 
tion) and contains other provisions to make cooperative housing more effective. 

FHA.—Restores FHA’s depleted authority to insure home mortgages and 
makes a number of changes to improve the FHA sales and rental housing pro- 
grams. 

College housing.—Provides $300 million additional for the successful college 
housing program now completely out of funds. 


TRUE COST OF THE HOUSING BILL 


The housing bill as passed by both Houses of Congress provides for a total 
authorization of $1,375,400,000. The $2.2 billion figure cited by the President in 
his veto message has no foundation whatsoever. Moreover, even the amount 
authorized in the bill involve funds which will not be expended n any one year 
but will be spread over a period of a number of years in the future. The actual 
estimated additional 1960 budget expense involved in the bill is only $68,830,000. 
[The details on the funds authorized in the Housing Act of 1959 are shown in 
attached table 2.] 

THE BILL IS NOT INFLATIONARY 


The President has charged that enactment of this bill would upset the 1960 
budget and have a serious inflationary effect. It can be readily proved that this 
claim is not true. 

The fact is that actual additional expenditures resulting from enactment of 
the housing bill will be less than $69 million in fiscal year 1960, mainly because 
in most of its programs there is a lag between authorization and disbursement. 

As is well known, inflated prices are the result of searcities and shortages. 
Severe housing shortages prevailing now tend to drive up the charges for both 
sales and rental housing. By relieving the housing shortages, enactment of the 
housing bill will help reduce inflationary pressures rather than increase them. 


THE BILL REPRESENTS A COMPROMISE 


In an unsuccessful effort to forestall the President’s veto, many features of the 
bill have been substantially trimmed. The bill as passed by the Congress consti- 
tutes the absolute minimum required to sustain a reasonable level of housing 
activity to begin to provide decent homes for the worst housed groups in our 
population and to permit our cities to carry on urgently needed slum clearance 


and urban renewal projects. The Congress should override the veto without 
further delay. 
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Table 1—Materials and equipment needed to implement the Housing Act of 1959 
(S. 57)? 


Lumber 


cicin eg eee eens eee Bae Te ho 8 million board feet__ 1, 950 
Seminar eemratee so cc a es 02... 230 
RIV CNEE, OPN i oe ic ee ek million square feet__ 208 
a a a Nh oh ee tle Bae million__ 940 
NN eta ease ea eine Le A) ee million pounds__ 460 
a hE a ae a million gallons__ 3.8 
I re tons__ 400, 000 
SEY, NON a Be Te RS cnn dd tot ab eimai a tniniens SO 
a ae lc i ak i a eek ae le es Simi a, ee 
Warn air furnaces: (with ducte)....-.... ashy akc ites iad cit «a 
I a a a million square feet__ 22 
pO Ba RS Sa ES EEE ES SRE A PC ee ae. ._*. 20 
Aaenens Pome Grane oe Fe million squares__ 2 
Wall and ceiling insulation... ............. _million square feet__ 280 
Ian ONO ON i ee ee million__ 5. 0 
I a rc oh ia a D622 22 
Neen ee nn en eee ene ee ee ae _.__ 64, 000 
asennad ou OOOO 
In a ere et 8 et pik ns eld dal 14, 000 
I i el million____ 2 
a a cise 2.8 
Od OD ie eS See Re eS cianam ls 2cies 2.4 
Sennen PUNE UNO en Fe Sie het biti odiendien aed 54, 000 
Irn IRS a ee et i 64, 000 
I MO RI 1a i I 20, 000 


1Does not include additional materials and equipment required for slum clearance and 
urban renewal projects authorized in S. 57. 


Interior wall gypsum board for 96,000 houses and gypsum lath for another 
80,000 or close to a billion square feet of gypsum products in all. 


TABLE 2.—Authorizations and estimated budget expenditures for fiscal 1960 under 
the Housing Act of 1959 (as sent to the President) 


Total new Estimated new 
Purpose authorization 1960 budget 
expense 


Urban renewal grants-.--- Rei ; . ; | $900, 000, 000 |..___- meals 
Relocation payments ai ie 7 ( $3, 250, 000 
Urban planning grants. ----- 


steko Graicnaci een ame car, 10, 000, 000 2 1, 700, 000 
Farm housing research __...-.....----- : ones : adc) 100, 000 2 40, 000 
BO I a a Be a 300, 000 2 40, 000 
Defense hospital grants..-...-..-.------- Matas Seo ee 15, 000, 000 2 2, 500, 000 


For loans: 
Urban renewal advances.................--..- 
College housing loans... .....-..-.-.--- 
College classrooms. -- 


soieigha Patek ee 8, 500, 000 
sala we ss on apvtclin id i | 300, 000, 000 


ee iia goa a ied 62, 500, 000 ~~~ 2. 500, 000 


Housing for the elderly - --- E 50, 000, 000 | 2 12, 500, 000 
FN MA special assistance to purchase cooperative housing loans. _- 


37, 500, 000 18, 800, 000 


Public housing planning and construction loans ( | 19, 000, 000 


SN Ne artis Lien tical hain OOM iis Becidd 





| 1, 375, 400, 000 68, 830, 000 


1 Limits raised. 

? Subject to appropriation by Congress. 

$45,000 units. In addition, the President may authorize, at his discretion, up to 35,000 units a year after 
July 1, 1960, until the maximum amount of annual contributions provided in the Housing Act of 1949 is con- 
tracted. It has been argued that $875,000 000 should be added to the cost of the bill to cover the 45,000 units. 
However, the bill merely restores the authorization previously provided in the Housing Act of 1949, and, 
moreover, the Federal contributions would be spent over a 40-year period and there would be no actual 


disbursements in fiscal 1960. 

Senator SparKMAN. Our next witness is Dr. John A. Hannah of 
Michigan State University. Dr. Hannah comes representing the 
American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Universi- 
ties, the American Council on Education, the American Association 
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of Junior Colleges, the Association for Higher Education of the Na- 
tional Education Association, and the State Universities Association. 
Dr. Hannah, you certainly have a good many hats to wear today 
representing all those organizations. You have been before us before. 
We are glad to have you with us again. 
We have your statement. You may proceed in any way that you 
wish. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. HANNAH, PRESIDENT, MICHIGAN STATE 
UNIVERSITY, EAST LANSING, MICH. 


Mr. Hannan. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is John A. Hannah and I am president of Michigan State University 
at East Lansing, Mich. 

As chairman has indicated, I am authorized to testify today on 
behalf of five major organizations in the field of higher education 
which are united in their positions on legislation authorizing loans 
for college housing and academic facilities. 

The five organzations are the American Association of Land- 
Grant Colleges and State Universities, the American Council on Edu- 
cation, the State Universities Association, the American Association 
of Junior Colleges, and the Association for Higher Education, which 
is a department of the National Education Association. <A sixth 
major organization, the Association of American Colleges, also is in 
agreement but will be represented by another witness, President 
Calvert N. Ellis of Juniata College. 

The membership of the American Council on Education includes 
both educational organizations and colleges and universities in its 
membership. This includes 142 educational organizations and 1,047 
institutions, among them nearly all the accredited colleges, universi- 
ties, and junior colleges in the United States. 

The American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Uni- 
versities, of which I am a past president, includes 70 major colleges 
and universities of which 68 are land-grant institutions. The State 
Universities Association includes the 24 major State universities 
which are not land grant. 

The American Association of Junior Colleges has 510 members. 

The Association of Higher Education of the NEA is an individual 
membership organization with about 16,000 members, all of them 
college administrators or teachers. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, might I ask the witness a question 
at this point ? 

Senator SparkmMaANn. Yes, Senator Clark. 

Senator Crark. President Hannah, the six organizations which 
are here to testify today, of which you represent five and President 
Ellis the sixth, constitute the overwhelming majority of all institu- 
tions of higher education in the United States of America, do they 
not ? 

Mr. Hannan. Correct; practically all of them. 

Senator CLark. Are you aware of any significant educational opin- 
ion in the country today adverse to the position which you are taking! 

Mr. Hannan. [am not, sir. 

Senator Cirark. Thank you. 
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Mr. Hannan. My testimony today is confined to those portions of 
S. 57 which affect the colleges and universities of this country : hous- 
ing and academic facilities loans, and certain language soniiine to 
the urban renewal program. 

The educational organizations for which I speak are emphatically 
in favor of an expanded program of college housing loans, and in 
favor of the extension of such a program to include academic facilities. 
I share this attitude. 

More than 10 years ago—in February of 1949 to be exact—I ap- 
peared before this same subcommittee accompanied by the late Presi- 
dent J. Hillis Miller of the University of Florida. 

We were the first witnesses to ask this committee and the Congress 
to inaugurate a program of long-term Federal loans for college 
housing. Several Senators who are now members of the committee 
were present that afternoon. Your committee heard our plea with 
sympathy and responded with action. Subsequently, Senator Spark- 
man introduced a bill to this effect. So did the late Senator Tobey of 
New Hampshire, then the ranking minority member of the full com- 
mittee, and I think there were others. 

Senator Sparkman. May I mention in that connection Senator 
Flanders introduced one, as did Senator Ives, and there may have been 
one other ; but I remember those in particular. 

Mr. Hannan. Asa part of S. 2246 of that Congress, and with some 
modifications in the House, it became law. 

Ten years ago, Mr. Chairman, I told this subcommittee that college 
enrollments, which had stood roughly at 1.3 million before World War 
II, would level off after the war to at least twice that figure, or about 
2.6 million. I also said the rising birth figure of the 1940’s made it 
probable that this was a very conservative estimate and that by the 
1960’s enrollments might well go much higher. 

Last fall, Mr. Chairman, the college enrollments exceeded 3,068,000. 
As a minimum, enrollments must double within the next 10 years if 
educational opportunity is to be kept open to the same proportionate 
share of our young people as it is now. Enrollments must substan- 
tially more than double if we expand educational opportunity to a 
larger percentage of our youth, as we ought to do. 

I mention these figures and this history, Mr. Chairman, to under- 
ov the fact that we were not crying “wolf-wolf” then and we are not 
today. 

The program which Congress inaugurated on a bipartisan basis in 
1949 has done a great deal of good since then in helping colleges meet 
their housing needs. It has enjoyed consistent bipartisan support 
over the past decade in this committee and in the Congress. 

The organizations which I represent believe the need now and in 
the decade ahead is far greater than it has ever been. 

Ten years ago we thought it might be possible to handle academic 
facilities construction through other resources if we could get help 
through long-term loans for our housing needs, dormitories, food 
services, married housing, and the like. 

Today the need is urgent and very real to expand the loan programs 
to include classroom buildings, scientific laboratories, libraries, and the 
like. Our industrial plants, our public schools, most of our public 
improvements, and our churches, are all built on a pay-as-you-use 
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basis. If we are to have an adequate plant for our colleges and uni- 
versities to enable them to take care of tomorrow’s student load, it is 
evident that the same technique will have to be used. We simply can- 
not build fast enough through our normal revenue sources to meet 
the need. And thus borrowing i in substantial amounts is inevitable if 
our colleges and universities are to provide the required campus facil- 
ities for our young people—and it is unthinkable that we will not. 

Earlier this year, witnesses for the organizations I represent today 
asked for an expansion of $500 million in the loan authority for col- 
lege dormitories, faculty housing, and related facilities. This was a 
figure covering both the 1959 and 1960 fiscal years. Since we thought 
then and we think now that this is a conservative estimate of need, the 
figure of $300 million—some of which is for noncollege housing—in 
S. 57, isan absolute minimum. 

The figure of $200 million proposed by the administration to meet 
the needs of both fiseal 1959 and fiscal 1960 would not be enough to 
cover even the $213 million in approved and pending loan applications 
received up to June 30, the end of fiscal 1959. The very real need for 
college housing is demonstrated by the fact that a yplications in the 
amount of more than $31 million were received in the month of June 
alone. In view of this demand, the colleges and universities view 
with grave concern the recommendation of the President that this vital 
program be terminated at the end of fiseal 1960. 

In testimony earlier this year we supported also the inauguration of 
a new program of loans for academic facilities—classrooms, labora- 
tories, libraries—patterned after the successful college housing loan 
program. The figure we proposed was $250 million. The $62.5 
million finally approved by the Congress, which is only one-fourth of 
our recommendation, is clearly an absolute minimum. 

In short, we believe that the funds authorized by S. 57 for loans are 
actually far below what the colleges need for meeting their responsi- 
bilities to the able young people of this Nation. We submit that the 
financing of needed dormitories and academic facilities by Govern- 
ment loans, at the average rate paid by the Government for its bor- 
rowed funds, plus one-fourth of 1 percent for administration, is as 
sound an investment in the welfare and security of our people as the 
Government can make. As we see it, the charge that a subsidy is 
involved in this interest rate is not supported by the facts. 

And I shall not take the time of the subcommittee for a detailed 
statement of our position on this point, but I ask permission to file 
a separate statement for the record. 

Senator SrparkMAN. That permission will be granted. It will 
appear at the end of your remarks. 

Mr. Hannan. Perhaps it should again be emphasized that the 
funds made available to the colleges under this program are loans, 
not grants, and that each year an increasing amount of the principal 
is being repaid to the Government. We are proud to say that there 
is no record of a default ever having been made on one of these 
loans to the colleges. 

Gentlemen, here is a way to extend very substantial aid to educa- 
tion at no real cost to the Federal Government, and outside the field 
of controversy. 
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In addition to the authorization of funds for loans for dormitories, 
dining halls, and related facilities, and for academic facilities, S. 57 
includes a number of other benefits to higher education. One of 
these of real importance to institutions having campuses in metro- 
politan areas would permit these institutions to make use of the urban 
renewal program in cleaning up blighted areas near to them, per- 
mitting improvement and expansion ‘of their « campus areas. 

Mr. Chairman, the housing bill as it relates to colleges and uni- 
versities is vital and in our opinion merits a top priority among the 
needs of this Nation. The responsibility that rests upon our col- 
leges and universities for assuring that young Americans are ade- 
quately educated to play their roles as well-educated citizens in 
today’s world justifies the conclusion that this program should not 
be interrupted or postponed. We urge you to see to it that the 
sections of the act authorizing loans for college housing and academic 
facilities are reenacted. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Dr. Hannah. 

Dr. Hannah, the though occurs to me that since you and Dr. Ellis 
are presenting the same program, representing different groups, if 
you do not mind, it might be well to have you stay at the table and 
have him come around and make his statement, and we will question 
the two of your together after that. 

Mr. Hannan. I will be very happy to do so. 
(The material attached to Mr. Hannah’s statement follows:) 





ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OY THE PRESIDENT’S VETO MESSAGE ACCOMPANYING 8. 57 
AS IT RELATES TO THE COLLEGE HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM AND A PROGRAM OF 
LOANS FOR ACADEMIC FACILITIES 


(By John A. Hannah, president, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mich.) 


THE INTEREST RATE FORMULA 


Mr. Chairman, we wish to emphasize that the continued success of the college 
housing loan program is heavily dependent upon the continuance of the present 
interest rate formula, adopted in 1955. 

Attacks on the college housing interest rate seem to be based on the charge 
that the present formula involves a “subsidy.” It is our position that the pres- 
ent formula, based on the average rate of interest on all Government securi- 
ties, plus one-quarter of 1 percent for administration, was adopted by the Con- 
gress in 1955 as fair and equitable. The success of the formula led to its con- 
tinnance by the Congress until now. We submit that clearly this formula 
constitutes no more of a subsidy in 1959 than it did in 1955, 1956, 1957, and 
1958, and that it should not be changed. 

One of the arguments offered against the formula is that since college loans 
are for 40 years, their interest rate should be based on the average of Gov- 
ernment loans extending 15 years or more. This argument, it seems to us, 
suffers from serious oversimplification. When the Treasury floats a_ long- 
term bond issue, the entire load comes due at the maturity date. College hous- 
ing loans are of a different type, in that portions of the principal are repaid at 
regular intervals before the final maturity date. In effect, therefore, these loans 
are combinations of loans of varying terms, some quite short. Hence there is 
strong logical justification for the present formula, which ties the interest rate 
to the average rate for all interest-bearing -obligations of the United States, 
short and long. 

The demand for a new and higher interest rate charge against the colleges 
is not justified by a close look at the record. In fact the history of this 
program demonstrates that a temporary rise or fall in the general interest rate 
does nothing to destroy the validity of the present interest rate formula. 

Under the current formula the college housing program started out in 1955 with 
a rate of 2.75 percent (2.50 plus 0.25) which was the minimum rate, or in ef- 
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fect a floor rate. Actually, however, if the rate had been based on calculation 
of the average rates of all Government securities at that time, it would have 
been only 2.601 percent (2.351 plus 0.25). Thus the colleges in 1955 were in 
fact paying an interest rate which afforded the Government a small profit. If 
in 1956 and 1957 the general level of interest rates instead of going up had gone 
down, then the Government profit from the college loans would have increased, 
and I am sure the colleges would not have complained. As it happens, how- 
ever, general interest rates went up, with the result that the average rate paid 
by the Government for its loans came up to the floor rate of 2.75 being paid 
by the colleges, and continued to rise. Under this formula now in use the college 
rate was adjusted upward to the rising average Government rate in July 1956 to 
2% percent, and in 1957 to 3 percent. On July 1, 1958, when the average Goy- 
ernment rate showed a decrease, the college rate was adjusted down to 2% per- 
cent. When the Government rate went up this year, the college rate on July 1 
was adjusted to 3% percent, again giving a fair reflection of what the Govern- 
ment pays for its money. Thus the recor ddemonstrates, we believe, that the 
formula adopted in 1955 has provided adequate protection to the Government, 
and has been effective in encouraging construction of the student housing which 
is essential to the welfare and strength of the Nation. We submit that the 
formula is quite as good today as when it was adopted in 1955, and that it 
should be retained. 

Senator Sparkman. Dr. Ellis, will you come around, please. 

Dr. Ellis, we are delighted to have you with us, and you just pro- 
ceed in yourown way. We have your statement. 


STATEMENT OF CALVERT N. ELLIS, PRESIDENT, JUNIATA COLLEGE, 
HUNTINGDON, PA. 


Mr. Exits. I am Calvert Ellis, president of Juniata College, Hunt- 
ingdon, Pa. I am today representing the Association of American 
Colleges which, as you know, is the national organization of colleges 
of liberal arts and sciences, and includes in its membership of 778 
institutions nearly all the accredited liberal arts colleges and universi- 
ties of the United States. 

We are glad to have this opportunity of joining with our sister or- 
ganizations in testifying to this committee on the vital importance of 
the college building loan program to American higher education. 

My association represents a wide variety of institutions, large and 
small, public and private, church-related, and secular. Regardless of 
their type of governance, they are united in their support of this pro- 
gram, as witness the resolutions we have unanimously adopted year 
after year at our annual meetings, and the testimony that we have 
offered this committee year by year over the last 5 years. 

I have therefore no reason to pursue the interests of any one kind of 
institution rather than another, but I cannot help speaking from my 
personal experience as president of a relatively small private college. 

Since the start of the college housing loan program, nearly two- 
thirds of all approved projects, representing slightly more than half 
of all the money loaned, have been undertaken by private institutions. 
I am certain that without Federal loans for dormitory and dining 
facilities, those colleges could never have met the steadily rising de- 
mand for admission. 

Senator SparKMAN. May I ask a question right there, in order to 
be absolutely clear in my own mind. 

Do you mean that two-thirds of all of the projects that have been 
provided under this college housing loan program have been in con- 
nection with private institutions ? 
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Mr. Exits. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you. 

Mr. Exuis. I cannot imagine how they will cope with the still 
greater demands of the next decade unless the program is continued. 

But I need not duplicate the testimony of my colleague, Dr. Hannah, 
on the indispensability of the present type of loans. My particular 
concern is with the proposal embodied in S. 57 for extending the 
scope of Federal loans to academic as distinct from residential build- 
ings. 

At the annual meeting of the Association of American Colleges held 
in Kansas City, Mo., last January, after renewing its plea for the 
continuance of the existing program, the association resolved to “urge 
the Congress to extend the loan program to cover the erection of 
other kinds of educational facilities.” 

Your reason for responding to this appeal was no doubt the same 
as ours in making it. The colleges must not only be prepared to house 
and feed all the students entitled to admission; we must also be able 
to teach them. It would be useless for us to increase the number of 
students for whom we can furnish dormitory and dining accommoda- 
tions without making sure that we have the classrooms, laboratories, 
and libraries necessary for their education. And the provision of 
adequate teaching facilities—not only to handle increased numbers 
but also to improve our teaching and enhance our efficiency—may put 
as severe a strain on an institution’s resources as does the erection of 
new dormitories. 

We do not seek to substitute Federal aid to higher education for 
private and local support, either for academic or for residential fa- 
cilities. Many college dormitories have been built with private loans 
during the currency of the Federal loan program, and we hope that 
many more will be similarly financed in the future. If the Congress 
stands firm in its intention to make Federal loans available for aca- 
demic buildings, private donors will be able to play their part by 
contributing through their gifts to the amortization of the loans. But 
it would be wishful thinking to imagine that the total need for addi- 
tional buildings could be met from private sources without inordinate 
expense or intolerable delay. 

It would not be fair either to the private investor, or to the col- 
leges, or to the Nation as a whole, to turn back to the investment 
bankers the full responsibility for financing college building loans 
other than those floated by a limited number of State institutions. It 
is no reflection on the public spirit of the investment banker to point 
out that his first duty is not the welfare of higher education, but the 
most profitable investment of his clients’ money. 

But our duty is to provide, to the best of our ability, higher educa- 
tion on the scale and of the quality that the American people expect. 
We should be failing in that duty to the people if we did not remind 
their elected representatives that a Federal loan program is the 
only available guarantee that our building needs will be met. With- 
out such a program, what assurance has a college like my own, not 
merely that it will be able to raise a loan at a rate of interest it can 
afford to pay, but even that it will get a loan at all? 

If we were to pretend that there is any satisfactory alternative to 
a Federal loan program, we should be conspiring to deceive the 
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American people. Therefore, we can only reiterate our support of 
the wise and farsighted action taken by the Congress. 

Senator Sparkman. Dr. Hannah, may I ask you this qualify- 
ing question: You have been connected with this administration in 
several different ways, have you not ? 

Mr. Hannan. Correct, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. And are you now, in at least one connection, 
one or more? 

Mr. Hannan. I am the Chairman of the Committee on Civil 
Rights. 

Senator SparKMAN. Is that your only Federal job now ? 

Mr. Hannau.I am also continuing U.S. Chairman of the Joint 
Board for Defense that has to do with the joint defenses of Canada 
and the United States. 

Senator SparkMAN. Dr. Ellis, have you any connection with the 
administration, or have you had? 

Mr. Exuis. I do not, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. All right. 

While we are fresh on that statement that you have just made, 
Dr. Ellis, in the concluding part of your statement you are telling 
us that there actually is not an alternative for many of the smaller 
private institutions of learning; is that correct ? 

Mr. Extis. That is the feeling of our association; yes, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Did you ‘read the President's veto message ¢ 

Mr. Exuis. Yes, sir; I read it. 

Senator Sparkman. Did you read that part that said that this 
program would be substituting public for private financing? 

Mr. Extis. Yes, sir; I did. 

Senator SparKMAN. This is your answer to it? 

Mr. Exuis. Yes, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. That there is no private financing in a great 
part of the ae 

Mr. Etxis. I do not mean to imply that there is no private financing, 
but I do mean to imply that there is not adequate private financing. 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes; sir. 

Dr. Hannah, I was pleased to see the statement in your presenta- 
tion, and also in yours, Dr. Ellis, endorsing the thought of expanding 
the program, extending it, to include classroom facilities, labora- 
tories, and so forth. That is the feeling of all the organizations. that 
you two gentlemen represent ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hannan, It i is, Sir. 

Mr. Extis. As far as I know. 

Senator SparkMAN. You feel it is essential, if the colleges of this 
country are to meet this tremendous load that is being placed upon 
them— ~and, Dr. Hannah, you have given some very illuminating fig- 
ures: 1,300 000 college students, back at the beginning of World “War 
IT, was it? 

Mr. Hannan. Right. 

Senator SparKMAN. And 3,068,000 students last fall; is that right? 

Mr. Hannan. Yes. 

Senator SrparKMAN. That is a very impressive figure when we 
stop to think about the necessary enlargement of the plant to take 

care of that number of students. 





as 1 
fail 
the: 
\ 
two 
of ¢ 
vers 
Ss 
per 
and 
ber 
whe 
the 
ance 

Ss 
will 
unin 


adm 
by t 
W el 


abou 
mak 
for 
Tl 
bill, 


in fit 


woul 
be b 
ment 
The 

gran 
repa 
are v 


1s 


pat. 
ng; 


ta- 
ing 
ra- 
hat 


this 
pon 
fig- 
Var 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8S. 57 379 
Senator CLiark. Would the Senator yield for a moment? 
Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator CLarK. Gentlemen, the worst is yet to come, is it not? 

Mr. Hannan. Correct. 

Senator Cuark. I am correct, am I not, in saying there were hai e 
as many babies born in 1956 as in 1936 in America? Presumably 
fair share of those extra babies are going to want to go to college, ‘are 
they not 

Mr. Hannan. Of course, that is our assumption. And, for the last 
two or three decades we have had an incre asing percentage of people 
of college age that have been seeking admission to colleges and uni- 
versities. 

So we have two factors to face in the future. One is this increasing 
percentage of young people seeking some training beyond high se hool, 
and the second is the fact you mentioned, the ver y much lar ger num- 
ber of young people coming of college age in the years ahead. And 
when we put them together, we come up with the inescapable fact 
there are going to be at t least twice as many youngsters seeking attend- 
ance in our colleges 10 years from now as our present number, 

Senator CLark. So you think it is a fair estimate that by 1970 there 
will be over 6 million youngsters seeking admission to colleges and 
universities in the United States ¢ 

Mr. Hannan. Well, it is my personal feeling that if that guess is 
wrong, it is wrong on the conservative side. 

Senator SparKMAN. You certainly give us a picture of the tremen- 
dous load that you have to prepare for. 

Dr. Hannah and Dr. Ellis, are you gentlemen familiar with the 
administration bill—I believe it is S. 1017—that has been proposed 
by the administration and is now pending before the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee that handles education matters? Are you familiar 
with that bill ? 

Mr. Hannan. I have a casual acquaintance with what is in it. 

Senator SparkMAN. Dr. Ellis? 

Mr. Exxis. The same thing, a casual acquaintance. 

Senator SparkMAN. I am sorry I do not know as much as I should 
about it. By the way, I should like the staff of this committee to 
make an analy sis of that bill for this record. I think it would be well 
for us to have it in the record. 

That is the one that I have referred to, which is an administration 
bill, and I understand calls for grants of $500 million to aid colleges 
in financing classrooms. 

Senator CL ARK. Would the Senator yield? 

Senator SparKMAN. Wait just a minute. Dr. Hannah started to 
say something. 

Mr. Hannan. Roughly, as I understand it, it is a program that 
would provide for a grant over a period of 20 years for money to 
be borrowed by the colleges and universities, The Federal Govern- 
ment would grant up to 25 percent of the total cost of the buildings. 
The ceiling is $2 billion in the total program, and the 25 percent 
grant would conceivably be $500 million, and this grant is to be 
repaid in equal installments over the period of the loan; and there 
are various other provisions. 
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Senator SparKMAN. What I wanted to ask you—and this answers 
it in part—is: What would be the situation with reference to the 
schools under that kind of a program if we did not go into this new 
field? 

In other words, here is what I am trying to get at—and I am 
seeking information: Would that bill, if enacted into law, make it 
unnecessary for us to go into this new field of classrooms, or would 
it still be desirable ? 

One reason I ask that question is because I saw a statement in the 
pene a few days ago, quoting a very fine gentleman, one of your 

ormer colleagues, Dr. Flemming, apparently advocating that bill 
and saying that was a much better way to meet it, rather than a kind 
of patchwork process as a part of a housing bill. 

Mr. Hannan. Again, I am not as familiar with the bill and the 
poner as I should be, but, our people who have taken a hard 

ook at it think that while there may be some merit in the program, 
we think that from our point of view a bird in the hand is always 
worth two in the bush. eats rising interest rates would make the 
proposed program much less attractive than the present one. 

And this loan program was a program that our people proposed in 
the first place. We believe it is sound; we are enthusiastically in 
favor of it. 

I am not speaking in disapproval of the other program, because I 
just do not know enough about it. But our feeling at the moment is 
that we prefer this one. 

Senator Sparkman. May I ask this with reference to that three- 
fourths that colleges would be required to put up: Am I correct in my 
understanding that that would be done through the issuance of bonds! 
And, if such is true, would the Government underwrite those bonds! 
Is there some such arrangement as that ? 

Mr. Hannan. Yes, for nonpublic colleges. 

I think one of the statements that is made by some of the people 
that are advisers to the President is that this new program would get 
the Government out of this college loan business, which would mean, 
of course, that the public universities and the private colleges would 
have to find banks or insurance companies that would be willing to 
loan us the money for this purpose. 

Senator SparkMANn. May I follow that with just this one question: 
Do you believe that money would be available adequately from those 
sources ? 

Mr. Hannan. Again I will speak as president of a very large pub- 
lic university. We think we would have problems finding private 
money to make this program possible, and I am of the opinion that 
the small private colleges oon have even more difficulty. 

Senator Sparkman. And what do you say, Mr. Ellis? 

Mr. Exxis. If I could speak to that point, we who represent the 
small private colleges have a great deal more difficulty raising funds 
than do State universities. And we have no guarantee under S. 1017 
that we would be able to raise the funds in a comparable situation. 

Senator Sparkman. By the way, we have an analysis of that bill. 
Our very efficient staff had already prepared one. I am going to ask 
that it be inserted in the record at this point. 
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(The document referred to follows :) 


Dicest oF Brit S. 1017—Senator Morton Aanp OTHERS 


(Short title, “College Facilities Act of 1959”’) 








The bill would establish a program of Federal assistance to institutions of 
higher education in financing housing, academic and related educational facilities 
through (1) debt service guaranty contracts, and (2) debt retirement assistance 
commitments. 

GUARANTY CONTRACTS 





Section 2 of the bill would authorize the Commissioner of Education to guaranty 
the taxable bonds of private colleges. Guaranties could be made up to June 30, 
1964, up to $1 billion in bonds outstanding at any one time. 

This guaranty plan was proposed by the administration in 1958, as a substitute 
for the college housing loan program. The Senate Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee adopted the guaranty plan as a method of financing classroom facilities 
both in the 1958 and in the 1959 bills. The Senate deleted the guaranty provision 
during debate on 8. 57 this year. 




































DEBT RETIREMENT ASSISTANCE 





Section 3 of the bill would authorize the Commissioner of Education to make 
grants to pay one-fourth of the debt service on bonds issued by private or public 
institutions of higher learning with maturities of not less than 20 years or more 
than 50 years. The assistance commitments could be made until June 30, 1964, 
up to an aggregate amount of $500 million with a ceiling of $5 million on pay- 
ments to any one educational institution. Assistance commitments would be 





xe I made for construction which would substantially increase the student enrollment 
tis | capacity of the institution except that an increase would not be required if the 
expansion took place in the field of science and engineering teaching and research. 
An institution of higher learning would be required to certify that it did not 
ree- have the cash or other resources to finance all or any portion of construction 
my by any means except borrowing on a long-term basis. 
ds? 
ds? DEFINITIONS 
The definitions in the bill are the same as those in the college housing title 
(title IV) of the Housing Act of 1950, with two exceptions: 
ople (1) The definition of “educational institution” could inelude unaccredited 
P 2-year colleges, in order to make eligible technical institutes which would not 
. get ordinarily prepare students for a bachelor’s degree. 
ean, (2) The definition of “academic facilities’’ would include, in addition to housing 
puld and certain other educational facilities covered by the existing college housing 
to program, classrooms, laboratories, libraries, and related facilities (as in the 
college classroom program adopted in S. 57). 
ion! Senator SparKMAN. Senator Clark. 
hose Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, I happen to be a member of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, and I attended the hearings 
pub- of that committee at which the administration education bill was pro- 
vate | posed and advocated by Mr. Flemming. 
that | can only say for myself that, at the conclusion of that testimony 
and some rather effective questioning of the witnesses which took place, 
I was convinced that the bill was entirely unworkable and unsound, 
. the | ‘nd that the program which is in our S. 57 isa far better way of dealing 
ands | With the situation. 
1017 I would like to commend the chairman for his thought that we should 


a make a study of this bill, of the administration’s bill, here before mak- 
bill. 
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ing up our minds as to what to do. Labor and public welfare is con- 
sidering a general education bill, and I think one will reach the floor 
in the very near future. And as to the possibility of having these 
provisions which were vetoed put in the education bill in some form 
or other, on the theory it would be more useful to have it here, or that 
we may not be able to override the veto, I would like to state, from 
having listened to the administration’s bill, that I completely concur 
with what Dr. Hannah and Dr. Ellis have said about the fact that 
this is their program, and this is what they want, and this will do the 
job; and also state my own conviction that the other will not. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Capehart? 

Senator Carenart. I have no questions. 

Senator SparkmMan. Senator Muskie? 

Senator Muskie. Yes; I have one or two questions. 

The two reasons you give for supporting this program are, basically: 
First, that you have no assurance that you could get money from 
other sources if this source were not available; cae secondly, if it 
were available you would not be able to get it at as attractive an in- 
terest rate. 

Have your institutions actually had experience indicating that they 
cannot always get loans from private sources ? 

Mr. Hannan. Senator, the university of which I am the president 
pioneered this practice of borrowing money from the banks and in- 
surance companies to build student housing. The first of the dormi- 
tories built that way in this country was one on our campus back in 
1928. And we have borrowed some $60 million over the years, largely 
from insurance companies, to finance dormitories, unions, this type 
of construction. 

We have good experience. But we have found that the availability 
of Federal funds has made it easier for us to deal with the banks and 
the insurance companies. 

Senator Musxm. Is that in connection with the interest rate, or 
in connection with the availability ? 

Mr. Hannan. Both. 

Senator Musxre. Have your institutions had refusals from thepri- 
vate lending agencies? 

Mr. Hannan. Oh, yes. President Ellis can speak better on that 
than I can. Until this Federal loan program became available, about 
the only institutions that could borrow privately were the State uni- 
versities, and then there had to be some sort of legislative action s0 
the folks furnishing the money had at least some moral commitment 
on the part of the State government. 

This program has made it possible for the private colleges and 
universities to get money to build housing units and the like, and, 
as Dr. Ellis indicated, more of the loans have gone to the nonpublic 
institutions than to the public institutions. And in the case of sub- 
stantial borrowings by the public institutions like my own, the hous- 
ing agencies here have required us to float half the loan privately. 
They have worked out the understanding they would provide half of 
the money if we would borrow half of the money from the banks and 
insurance companies. And, of course, they have taken the long ma- 





comp 

Mr 
stitut 
are n 

Th 
is the 
borro 


privat 
progr: 
the bu 

Sen 
statist 
10-yea 
tive a) 
borrov 

Mr. 
sure W 
purpo: 

(Th 


The { 
Council 
diana 
lege ani 
housing 

esa 
of finar 
and uni 
totals, 
the Fed 
Its estat 


out 
uni- 
n so 
nent 


and 
and, 
iblic 
sub- 
\ous- 
tely. 
if of 
sand 
-ma- 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8. 57 379 


turities which the insurance companies are not so much interested in. 

But it has been the availability of the Federal money to take the 
jong maturities which has made it possible for us to borrow money 
for the short maturities from the insurance companies, and has made 
possible these programs, 

Senator Musxir. Do you have any statisics indicating the amount 
of money that has gone into this large housing program from private 
sources over the period of, say, the last 10 years? 

Mr. Hannan. I do not have it at my fingertips, but I am certain 
our staff could get this material and file it with the committee if they 
would like to have it. 

Senator Muskie. What interest rate are colleges required to pay by 
comparison to the private money market ? 

Mr. Hannan. &t course, it depends on the credit rating of the in- 
stitutions. Colleges and universities are like private borrowers. They 
are not all able to borrow at the same rate. 

The Federal rate at the moment is 314 percent. It has varied. It 
is the average rate being paid by the Federal Government on all its 
borrowed funds, plus one-fourth of 1 percent. This has fluctuated. 
At the present time it is 314 percent. 

At the present time, it is possible for the public institutions to 
borrow money, because of the tax-exempt feature on these securities, 
at rates varying from 3.5 to 4.5 percent or more. But this varies, 
This cannot be answered specifically. 

Senator Musxir. The range is substantially above the rate that is 
provided under this program ? 

Mr. Hannan. That is correct. 

Mr. Exits. Senator, if I might say this, there are a number of small 
private colleges in this country that have borrowed under the Federal 
program, which would simply not have been able to borrow at all for 
the building of dormitories if they had to borrow from private sources. 

Senator Musxre. May I ask another question here. Do you have 
statistics showing the total amount of money from all sources over a 
10-year period which has gone into college housing? I mean legisla- 
tive appropriations on the State level, private contributions, private 
borrowing, as well as borrowing under this program ? 

Mr. Hannan. I do not have the figures, but if you wish them I am 
sure we can get rough approximations that will be adequate for the 
purpose you wish. 

(The following was received for the record :) 


Sources OF FuNps FOR COLLEGE Housine, 1920—55 


The following information is derived from a study made for the American 
Council on Education by Dr. John D. Long and Dean Arthur M. Weiner of In- 
diana University entitled “Summary of a Research Report on Financing of Col- 
lege and University Students Permanent Housing,” published in 1957. College 
housing has traditionally been financed from a number of sources of which bond 
issues are only one. The following information on the amounts and percentages 
of financing from various sources is based on replies from only 733 colleges 
and universities. Hence the percentages are more significant than the dollar 
totals. Two tables were prepared to show differences between the period before 
the Federal college housing program was instituted and the 5-year period after 
its establishment. 
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TABLE 5 (p. 9).—Total original cost of student permanent housing at responding 
institutions, 1920-50, classified by source of financing in dollars and percent by Th 
type of school for tl 

[Dollars in thousands] 39 en| 
dema 


Source of financing Dollars Percent of agen 
total cost Se 
Y 


& $171, 556 . C G 
Appropriations----...-.-.- a 92, 440 the ] 


I i Saati eerctieniaipindbornies 165, 036 
Loans other than bonds.- - -- 79, 480 . mone 
Current funds.............. ; Mi 


Other pot plik is se think 
: eatio’ 

by th 

Sel 

TABLE 6 (p. 10).—Total original cost of student permanent housing at responding Sel 
institutions, 1951-55, classified by source of financing in dollars and percent Sel 
[Dollars in thousands] Sel 

more. 

Source of financing Dollars Percent of We 

total cot Tt derst: 


on Dr. F 


ee ioe Se a ee oe) 6 Oe $67, 415 me 5 tr: 
Appropriations : 42, 822 101 f simil: 
Bonds 229, 214 53.8 M : 
Loans other than bonds 51, - ne r. 

Cc t fund , 887 ‘ 
urrent funds 6 415 ah 
etd er 

25, 915 . 
ma a Tats 

It i 
and is 
Within the category of bonds, which, as previously indicated, is only a portion and g 
of the total amount used for college housing, the following table gives a break- Sen 
down of the source of loans. Gover 


Sen 


TABLE 12 (p. 25).—Amounts of bonds issued to finante construction of student 
permanent housing by responding institutions, 1920-55, classified by type of of 20 j 
lender and by year of issue Sen 

Sen 


Nongovern- | US. Govern- | State and Q 
Year of issue mental ment local gov- gen 
ment back. 


Sen. 
flict: w 
Mr. 
will a 
merits 
Sen: 
advise 
the $6: 
bill? 
Mr. 


Sen: 

As table 12 shows, the average of nongovernmental bond issues for the 5-year why w 
period 1945-50 was about $20 million a year. Subsequent to the initiation of the ¢ 
Federal loan program, the issuance of nongovernmental bonds increased above veni 
this average for every year except 1952. This clearly indicates that the Federal Philos 
program did not decrease private bond financing of dormitories, but did substal> wag a ; 
tially increase the total:\mount of financing available. and th 
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The American Council on Education has no information similar to that above 
for the period subsequent to 1955. This is regrettable, since the table on page 
85 entitled ‘“‘The Demand for College Housing Program Loans” indicates that this 
demand has greatly increased since June 1955. The Housing and Home Finance 
Agency may have relevant information concerning this later period. 

Senator Muskie. I would be interested in the total cost. 

Could you give us, also, an indication of the number of students, 
the increase in capacity, that is made possible by this total flow of 
money ¢ 

Mr. Eras. The Federal Housing Agency has those figures which I 
think they could give you better than we could, because in each appli- 
cation we have to show the additional students that are provided for 
by the loan. 

Senator Muskie. Thank you very much. 

Senator Carenart. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Senator Capehart. 

Senator Caprnart. I would like to explore the subject just a little 
more. 

We have in this bill $62.5 million for classrooms, et cetera, and I un- 
derstand that before the Labor Committee, in a bill recommended by 
Dr. Flemming and the administration, there is $500 million. Is it for 

similar purposes ? 

Mr. Hannan. Again I am answering the question without having 
read the bill recentl 
* apaiail CxiarK. Would the Senator yield? I think I can answer 
that. 

It is $500 million for similar purposes, but over a 20-year period, 
and is connected with this very complicated method of making loans 
and guarantees. So the figures are not exactly comparable. 

Senator CareHart. What would the total cost be to the Federal 
Government under the bill before the Labor Committee ? 

Senator Crark. For the college part of the program, over a period 
of 20 years, $500 million. 

Senator Capenart. It would be $500 million ? 

Senator SpaRKMAN. It would be made within 4 years. 

Senator CLark. But I am thinking of the time before they get paid 
back. It would be 20 years before they were out of the picture. 

Senator Capenarr. Does the provision we have in this bill con- 
flict with the bill before the Labor Committee ? 

Mr. Hannan. I think not. Of course, we hope that the Congress 
will approve this, and that the other proposal will be weighed on its 

aif Merits and be taken care of subsequently. 
8,1) Senator Carpenart. Why did those advising the President, then, 
advise him to state in this message that this is all wrong in this bill, 
fe 962.5 million, whereas the $500 million was all right in the other 
ill? 

Mr, Hannan. I do not know. 

Senator Carenarrt. If they are for practically the same purposes, 
why was that done? 

Senator Crark. Will the Senator yield? I think probably the 
Philosophy was that this was a direct loan program, and the other 
was a guaranty program where private banks would put up the money 
and the Government would guarantee it. In other words, this is a 
budget item, and the other would not be. 























soeanaoe 








S| eenees i a 



















Sh 





ee 






a 
ros 
anrnowran 
























Rone 
228 





aa 


























382 PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8S. 57 








































Senator Carenarr. But the use to which the money was to be put Ss 
was the same? that 
Senator Sparkman. I cannot quite see that, the $500 million was an Con 
outright commitment by the Federal Government. ne 
Mr. Hannan. Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize this dif. | ‘he | 
ference. This program authorized $62.5 million for loans which the Yr 
Government recovers, the principal and the interest, at the average coul 
rate being paid by the Government plus one-quarter of 1 percent, budg 
The other program is a grant up to $500 million, spread over 20 ii 
ears. Q 
” Senator Capenart. It is not a loan? ve 
Mr. Hannan. No, it is a grant. out a 
Senator SparKMAN. The Government does not get any of it back? se 
Mr. Hannan. It is our contention this program costs the Gov-| 
ernment nothing. The other program is sound, and maybe eventually | °° 
should be approved — Th 
Senator Carenart. Why did those who advised the President in In 
his veto message advise him to make the statement he did? Why is} ": 
the right hand advocating that $500 million be given away fora] An 
purpose, and the left hand saying that the $62.5 million is all wrong } %"8°! 
for the same purpose ? ee, 
Mr. Hannan. I do not know. We have been in constant disagree- | of mor 
ment with the advisers of the President who have advised over the | sader 
years that this program should be terminated. We do not hold with > 7 
that view. To the 
Mr. Exuis. Perhaps it should be said, Mr. Chairman, that the $500 | they je 
million was not only for instructional facilities, but also in relation] 4), 
to the housing loan. But 
Senator Capenart. In all fairness, what did the administration} (,, 
recommend? The $500 million ? law tl 
Senator SparkMan. Oh, yes. age cc 
Senator CareHart. You are a member of the committee, Senator. quarte 
Senator Sparkman. It. is part of their bill. Dr. Flemming testi-} jo the 
fied to that. Hann 
Senator Ciark. Let me see if I cannot explain it because it is a little} pent , 
bit complicated. If t! 
The administration proposal is really for a guarantee of bonds to be the eo 
floated for both of these purposes, construction for housing and act gybgig 
demic and related educational facilities, up to $1 billion in bonds out Mr 
standing at any one time. And the guarantee has to be on the bonds} Iam 
before June 30, 1964. Itis ou 
Now then, with respect to institutions which in effect will take 9} oyt of 
portion of it, they will be required to certify they did not have the cash} quarte; 
or other resources to finance all or any portion of the construction by} the Go 
any means except borrowing on a long-term basis. subsidy 
Then there will be a grant of one-fourth of the debt service on tht} Sena 
bonds issued by the institutions—— Mr. I 
Senator Carenart. Which is $500 million ? Sena: 
Senator Ciark. Which is $500 million. Preside 
Senator Sparkman. Not to exceed $5 million to any one institution} now y 
Senator Ciark. Not to exceed $5 million to any one institution. _ | refer to 
Senator Sparkman. And that commitment must be made with] Ho a) 
the next 4 years. d yo 





Senator Ciark. But the debt service charges could run 50 years. 
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Senator Carenart. Is it the President’s advisors’ position, then, 
that we ought to handle everything of this nature through the Labor 
Committee and have none of it in the housing bill ? 

Senator Sparkman. This is an administrattion bill and it is before 
the Labor Committee. 

The thing I have not been able to understand is how the President 
could call S.57 excessive, extravagant, unnecessary, inflationary, 
budget breaking, when he had a companion bill that provided for 
nearly 10 times as much and over a long period of years, as he com- 
plained about with reference to our — housing. 

Senator CrarK. But with no budgetary impacts until after he was 
out of office. 

Senator SparKMAN. Well, 1960 is the first year. 

Senator Ctark. That would be the commitment, you see. 

Senator SparKMAN. That may be true. 

There is one other thing I want to ask you about, too. 

In the President’s message—and, after all, we are studying this 
veto message and trying to analyze it—he said this: 

A new program of direct Federal lending is authorized for housing for elderly 
persons when needs in this area can be adequately met by private funds invested 
under the protection of Federal insurance. The college housing loan program 
would be continued with increased authorizations at interest rates below the cost 
of money to the Treasury and a new program for college classrooms and related 
academic facilities at the same subsidy interest rates would be started. Although 
the amounts initially authorized for the latter program would be relatively 
small, the eventual demand for these loans would reach staggering proportions. 
To the extent that these and other programs merely displace private financing, 
they lead to Federal spending that is entirely unnecessary. 

Ithink you have fully explained that. 

But then he refers to “subsidy interest rates.” 

One of you gentlemen commented a few minutes ago that under the 
law the interest rate is the cost of money to the Government, the aver- 
age cost of all money that the Government has to borrow, plus one- 
quarter of 1 percent added to that. And that calculation of the cost 
tothe Government is made periodically, and, as you mentioned, Dr. 
Hannah, the interest rate accordingly varies from time to time. It 
went up just a couple of weeks ago, did it not, from 2% to 31% percent ? 

If that is true, if there is always added a quarter of a percent to 
the cost of money to the Government, do you consider that being 
subsidized ? 

Mr. Hannan. We do not so consider it, and in this statement which 
Iam filing with the committee we are giving the reasons for our view. 
Itis our contention that there is no subsidy ; that the Government gets 
out of it all its costs, plus the administrative costs; that the one- 

arter of 1 percent is more than enough to take care of the cost that 
t 2 semeanuient is put to. And it is our contention that there is no 
subsidy. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Do you agree with that, Dr. Ellis? 

Mr. Exxis. I agree with that heartily. 

Senator Sparkman. I do; and I think it was unfortunate that the 
President accepted language presented to him by somebody—I do not 
know who it was; we have not been able to find out yet—that would 
tefer to the interest rates on these loans as being subsidy interest rates. 

He also brought into that paragraph housing for elderly persons. 

d you know under our bill we propose to make the same interest 
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rate available for housing for elderly persons as we did to college 
loans on that direct loan program. And the President’s veto message 
refers to that as “subsidy interest rates.” 

I am going to place in the record, but I also want to read to you, 
some of the sources of revenue that the Government has and what it 
has to pay for the money: 

The old-age and survivors insurance trust fund: These are the very 
people for whom we were seeking to build homes. The Government 
has taken and has used, and is taking and using, their funds all the 
time. To date they have taken $17.227 billion and have paid them an 
average interest rate of 2.5 percent. To be exact, it is 2.566 percent. 

Yet under our bill we would be charging 314 percent. And the 
message is made to read that that would be a “subsidized interest rate,” 
when they are using their own money at more than 0.5 percent higher 
interest rate than what the Government is paying them to use it. 

The railroad retirement fund: This is for the elderly persons, too. 
The Government has used to date $3.417 billion of theirs at an average 
interest rate of 3 percent. They gota better break. 

The civil service retirement fund: A lot of those will be elderly 
people some day, too. The Government has used or is using $8.581 
billion at average interest rates of 25g percent. 

The unemployment insurance trust fund: They are not necessarily 
old people, but they are people out of work. The Government has 
used $5.636 billion at average interest rates of 234 percent. 

The servicemen’s life insurance fund: By the way, I have a policy in 
there. And we get older. 

Senator Ciark. I have one, too, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Sparkman. That is $5.741 billion at an average interest rate 
of 3 percent. 

In other words, the Government is borrowing from these eld and 
getting-old people a total of $40.602 billion at an average rate of well 
below 3 percent. 

Senator Muskie. Has the chairman computed the profit the Gov- 
ernment has made on this ? 

Senator SparkMANn. No; but it might be quite interesting if I had 
the time to do it. It would be quite interesting to do that. 

I am offering that for the record, if there is no objection. 

I also want to offer for the record a list of projects under this pro- 
gram to date showing the total of the various projects broken down 
State by State, and, I believe, including the present applications that 
are on file now for which reservations have been made. 

By the way, I notice my own State, Alabama, has had approved 
loans of $10;713,000. I can testify as to the tremendous good that has 
been done for the various schools in the State of Alabama. I believe 
the biggest single loan made was to an Alabama school, a Baptist 
college, by the way. 

Our land-grant college, Dr. Hannah, has gotten some very fine 
dormitories, and a great many other schools throughout the State 
have. 

I believe that Wyoming is the only State that seems to have drawn 
a blank. I do not know just what that means. I do not know why. 
But all the other States in the Union have made use of this service, 
and it shows that it is a well accepted and quite widespread program. 
(The documents referred to follow :) 
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COMMUNITY FAcmniries ADMINISTRATION 
COLLEGE HousING PROGRAM 


Status report for month of June 1959 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Status of authorization of 
Plus net repayments 


A. Colleges 
Approvals (includes $95.057 service facilities) 
Reservations (includes $2,655 service facilities) .__ 
B. Student nurse intern housing: 
Approvals 
Reservations 


Uncommitted authorization 


Totals Active reservations Approved loans 
of funds 


State 
Reserva- 
tions and Service Total Service Total Service 
approvals 


Alabama /$10, 713, 000 $697, 725 |$10, 435, 000 
Alaska 1, 170, 000 ....| 1,170,000 
Arizona 8, 902, 000 |__ 2 8, 902, 000 
Arkansas _- 13, 828, 000 2, 234, 000 12, 953, 000 | 
California 65, 222,000 | 7,356, 300 63, 172, 000 
Colorado a2! SSL... oe 3, 728, 105 | 25, 113, 000 | 
Connecticut 5, 096, 000 203, 000 |. 5, 096, 000 
Delaware .--| 2,879,000 220, 000 2, 879, 000 
District of Columbia 12, 617, 000 1, 157, 000 | 12, 617, 000 
Florida 25, 285, 000 1, 124, 000 25, 285, 000 
i 14, 152, 000 , 769, 14, 152, 000 
982, 000 982, 000 
is cacihamcene bi --| 1,825,000 hy Rieiccned erate toenail , 825, 000 
Illinois... __. 45, 831, 000 . 235, 000 
Indiana 40, 237, 000 2, 506, 900 , 237, 000 
lowa 8, 868, 000 7,700 | 1,972,000 L 6, 896, 000 
19, 965, 000 3, 185, 000 457, 000 c 9, 508, 000 
Kentucky 17,042,000 | 1, 542, 480 | 16, 642, 000 
Louisiana 25, 109, 000 , 864, , 684, 000 
Maine 330, 000 ao aeahaeenee 330, 000 
I 6 teak teen 9, 364, 000 , 384, . , 594, 000 
Massachusetts 20, 264, 000 78, 27 7 19, 564, 000 
Michigan.._.._..___- 20, 805, 000 , 805, 000 
Minnesota a 19, 218, 000 34 a Pe 19, 218, 000 
Mississippi 18, 639,000 | 1, 525, 000 17, 099, 000 
a .| 32, 464, 000 2 350, 515 32, 464, 000 
Montana 5, 094, 000 752, 032 5, 094, 000 
Nebraska 2, 688, 000 530, 000 2, 688, 000 
Nevada | 1,382,000 38, , 382, 000 
New Hampshire 3, 150, 000 900, 000 2, 250, 000 
New Jersey 10, 704,000 | 2, 137,000 750, , 954, 000 
New Mexico 6, 487, 000 2, 086, 000 | 6,487,000 
New York- 85, 922,000 | 8,597,710 | 1,120,000 | 84, 802, 000 
North Carolina. ___.______- 20, 761, 000 532,800 | 2,300,000 300, , 461, 000 
aor Dakota 5 3, 175, 000 380, 000 esi 3, 175, 000 
45, 073, 000 4, 104, 000 , 823, 000 
9, 096, 000 570, 500 9, 096, 000 
5, 819, 000 666, 500 5, 819, 000 
Pennsylvania.._............_- , 696,000 | 6, 199, 000 950, | 48, 746, 000 
Puerto Rico , 522,000 | 2,673, 000 ‘ 25, 3, 222, 000 
Rhode 5, 301, 000 76, 770 ; 5, 301, 000 
, 794, 000 2, 327, 020 , 794, 000 
645, 000 1, 110, 000 | 7,645,000 
, 794, 000 1, 282, 771 | 11, 794, 000 
Texas. __ ete 53, 158,000 | 4,889,000 | 2, 150, - 51, 008, 000 
Ee Se es ae , 580, 000 1, 435, 480 2, 5 35, 3, 035, 000 
Vermont. : , 848, 000 808, 000 , 848, 000 
SETS ee , 957, 000 433, 000 , 392, , , 565, 000 
Washington , 753,000 | 1,910,000 20, 753, 000 
West Virginia , 818, 000 539, , 740, 000 
Visconsin 30, 259, 000 
Wyoming 
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Contingent reservations 


Number Federal Service 
funds facilities 





Alabama s $2, 930, 000 
Arizona ; : 6, 000, 000 Arka 
Arkansas ‘ 1, 761, 000 Calif 
California___.-. a a I a | 12, 713, 000 Flori 
Colorado 142, Geort 
Connecticut al ‘ Illino 
Delaware. --- | Kans 
( Mass 
; ng ro Mich 
Territory of Hawaii--_- . tee Minr 
110, 000 Miss 
Illinois : 14, 949, 000 ' Nebr 
Indiana , , 280, New 
Iowa 5 ! | New 
; Ohio. 
Kentucky nis 5 < Okla! 
Louisiana Oreg¢ 
: eae eet ee Penn 
Maryland 1, 128, 000 ee Sout 
Massachusetts S 10, 114, 000 Texas 
Michigan : : ee , [72 1... oo Virgi 
Minnesota ‘ Wisec 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
3 eS ae eee en j 
Nevada a 
New Hampshire 2, 250, 000 | 
New Jersey 5, 311, 000 | 
New Mexico 





3, 232, 000 
25, 000 
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Student nurse and intern housing 


Total Reservations| Approveal 
of funds loans 


Arkansas 
California 


SRSaEBE 
$323388 


K 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota... 
Missouri. 
Nebraska -- 
New Jersey- 
New York-- 


Oklahoma 


Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 


Virginia 
Wisconsin 


Pending applications 


Project No. Institution 


Ark. 3-CH-35(D) Harding College 

Ark. 3-CH-38(D) Arkansas State Teachers College 

Ark. 3-CH-39(D) University of Arkansas 

Colo. 5-C H-41(D)-- The Colorado College 

Ml. 11-C H-98(S) Monmouth College 

La. 16-C H-24(D) Northeast Louisiana State College 
La. 16-C H-25(DS) Loyola Univ ay 

Minn. 21-C H-29(DS8) Carleton Coll 

Miss, 22-C H-24(S) Tougaloo Sout — Christian College 
Mo. 23-C H-57(S) Central Missouri State College 

Nebr. 25-C H-23(D) The Creighton University 

N.Y. 30-CH-107(D) Dormitory Authority of New York State 
N.Y. 30-CH-108(DS8) College of Mount St. Vincent. -..-.---.--.-- tabulate GeMeee 
N.Y. 30-C H-109(D) F.I.T. Dormitory Cor 

N.Y. 30-CH-110(S) Brooklyn College Stu 

N.Y. 30-CH-111(S) 8 use University (Utica Callan Campus) 
N.Y. 30-C H-112(D) agner Luthern College 

N.Y. 30-CH-113(D) Elmira College 

N.Y. 30-C H-114(D) Rosary Hill College 

N.Y. 30-C H-115(D) Barnard College 

Ohio 33-C H-94(D) The College of Wooster 

Okla. 34-C H-19(D) Southeastern State College 

Okla. 34-C H-22(D) Central Christian College 

Okla. 34-CH-24(D) St. Gregery’s College 

Pa, 36-CH-101(D) University of Pennsylvania 

Pa. 36-C H-102(D) The Pennsylvania Military College 
8.D. 39-C H-24(DS) South Dakota State College 

Tenn. 40-C H-32(D) Cumberland University 

Tex. 41-C H-92(D) Lubbock Christian College 

Tex. 41-C H-105(DS) West Texas State College 

Tex. 41-C H-109(8) Texas Technological College 

W.Va. 46-CH-29(D) Salem College 

W.Va. 46-CH-34(S) West Virginia State College 

W.Va. 46-CH-35(D) Alderson Broaddus College 


Total (34 applications) 
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Applications with contingent reservations of funds 


Project No. 


Ala. 1-CH-30(D). 
Ala. 1-C H-28(S) _._-. 
Ala. 1-C H-32(D) 
Ala. 1-CH-31(D) 
Ala. 1-C H-33(D) 
Ariz. 3-CH-14(D) 
Ariz. 3-CH-15(D) 
Ariz. 3-CH-16(D) 
Ark. 3-C H-36(D) 
Ark. $-CH-36(D) 
Calif. 
Calif. 
Calif. 
Calif. 
Calif. 


4- 

4 S ( ) ee 

4- 

4- 
Calif. 4- 

4 

4p 

5- 


i-7 70 D)......---- 


Calif. 
Calif. 
Colo. 
Colo. 
Colo. 
Colo. 5-C H-38(D8s) 
Conn. 6-CH-9(D) 
Conn. 6-C H-10(D) 
Fia. CH-27(D) 

Ga. #CH-24(D) 


C 
Cc 
Cc 
Cc 
Cc 
Cc 
Cc 


CH- 33(D) 
§&-CHI-39(D) 


Til. 11-C H-88(D)_ 

Til. 11-CH-92(D)_ 

Til. 11-CT1-94(D) 

Til. 11-CH-91(D) 

Til. 11-C H-93(D) 

Til. 11-C H-96(D) 

Ill. 11-CH-80(S) 

Th. 

Ill. 11-C H-94(S)_- : 

TH. 11-C H-89(D)___- ; 
Ind. 12-CH-48(D)___......_-- 
Iowa 13-C H-31(D) 

Kans. 14-CH-47(D) 

Kans. 14-CH-49(D) 

Kans. 14-CH-50(D) 

Kans. 14-CH-51(D) 
Kans. 14-C H-48(D) 
Kans. 14-~CH-52(D) 
Kans. 14-C H-44(Ds) 
. 15-CH-34(D) 


¥. 16-OH-S3(D)_........- aC 


. 15-CH-36(DS8) 

. 15-CH-37(DS)......----- 

. 15-CH-35(D) 

. CH-38(D) _- 

Ma. CH-19(D) 
Mass. 19-CH-41(D) 
Mass. 19-CH-43(D) 
Mass, 19-CH-46(S) _...---_- . 
Mass. 19-CH-47(D) 
Mass. 19-CH-44(S) 
Mass. 19-CH-42(D) 
Mass. 19-CH-48(.)) _ _. 
Mass. 19-CH-49(D) - 
Mich. 20-CH-41(D) 
Mich. 20-C H+42(D) . 
Minn. 21-CH-27(D) 
Minn. 21-CH- 28(D)-. 
Mo. 23-CH- 53(S ) 
Mo. 23-CH- 
Mo. 
Mo. 
Mo. 


23-C H-50(D) we 
23-CH-51(D) 
23-C H-54(D) ‘ oe 
Mo. 23-CH=56(D)___.-..--- : 
Mo. 23-CH-54(D) 

Mont. 24-CH-20(D) 

Mont, 24-CH-22(DS8) 

Mont. 24-CH-23( D8) 

Nebr. 25-CH-22(s) 

NH 27-CH-5(D) 

NJ 28-CH-19(D) 

NJ 28-CH-22(DS) 

NJ 28-CH-21(D8) 


SD cncetsenicthenietiibe 


BETO sk ceecaccnnl 


ey 





Institution 


University of Alabama___.....------ a | 


Huntingdon College 
Howard College_- 


RE nn seen ncenacaneenéehasaiue 


University of Alabama Medical Center 
University of Arizona- --__- aaa 
Arizona State College (F lagstaff) -- aaa 
Arizona State College (Tempe) 

Ouacluta Baptist College 

Henderson State Teachers College 

Leland Stanford, Jr., University 


SOREEnIED GE GID BOOED PUNION WW. cnc cccccnncconnccnectee 


University of California (Berkeley) 

University of California (Los Angeles). ......-.- 
University of California (Davis)-_........-..--.- 
University of Santa Clara 

Stanford U niversity 


adeeb beuuweeu 


Western — College 


do 
Adams State College 
Connecticut College 
University of Connecticut 
University of Miami 
Gordon Military College 
North Idaho Junior College_ 


Trinity Seminary & Bible WOR So ces 
het. PRONE COMO 4. ow scwocccccccncna inten eam eniele . 


University of illinois-...----- 
Rosary College 


| MacMurray College 


Augustana College. 
University of Ilinois---.-- 
Elmhurst College. 

Loyola U niversity_ 
Southern Illinois U niversity. 


| Valparaiso University 


Coe College 
Sacred Heart College-- 


Kansas State Teachers College....--...----------------- 


Kansas Wesleyan University 
Bethany College. . 
Kansas State Teachers C DONiacacdoutd.- : 


| Ottawa University -- 
| MePherson College- 


Eastern Kentucky State C 

Murray State College- 

University of Kentucky 

Centre College of Kentucky... -- 
Brescia Colleze___- wah 
Murray State College- ; 

The Johns Hopkins University - ---- 
Nichols College of Business Administration - 
Stonehill College----- 

Massachusetts Institute of Tee hnology-.. 
Boston Colleze _ ; 


| Boston University 
| Wheelock College , 
| Dean Academy & Junior College_....---.----- ; 


Ww ellesley College a 


Kalam: Az00 College. 


| St. Olaf Collez e- 


St. Mary’s Colleze- 
Northw est Missouri State College. 


Northeast Missouri State Teachers College ------..----. 


Drury Colleze 


__| Kirksville College of Osteopathy & Surgery. 


Westminster Colleze_- 

Central Missouri State-Colleze - 
St. Louis University (Parks) -- 
Montana State College 

Carroll Colleze 


| Rocky Mountain Colleze 


Hastings Colleze__ oe : j . 
Dartmouth College. -...........----- ah ieiaadacdeles 
Georgian Court Colleze_ --- 

Stevens tT of Technology. 
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na Applications with contingent reservations of funds—Continued 

— Project No. Institution Amount 

0 ee ee eee a Een ee : : eee 
00 NJ 28-CH-23(D)--- Drew University $575, 000 
00 NJ 28-CH-24(D)-_-...-- | Drew University. ‘i ’ | 673, 000 
00 NM 29-CH-7(1M)........--- Coliege of St. Joseph on the Rio Grande ‘ 424, 000 
00 NM 29-CH-15(D)-____- New Mexico Western Collieze_--_- ; 257, 000 
00 NM 29-CH-14(D)-_-- University of ‘ew Mexico-- sot te Siege bed | 925, 000 
00 NY 30-CH-96(D)__- Syracuse University ....------ oa 2, 921, 000 
000 NY 30-CH-103(D)- | New York Universify_< -.£.i1....452..-: L4oakNie 3, 000, 000 
00 NY 30-CH-106(D)_____- University of Buffalo Dr 3, 000, 000 
00 NC 31-CH-35(Dy. ..--.2... ...| Chowan Colleve._..._-_--- Sl Nee ae Se : 235, 000 
00 NC 31-CH-85(D)_ 2.2... 22. | Consolidated Presbyterian College.........____- 1, 215, 000 
00 NC 31-CH-36(D)-_-.--- ...-| Bennett Colleze___ ee  nctnatns Mae betel ; 350, 000 
00 ND 32-CH-12(D)__-- | North Dakota Agriculture College. ........-..--___- ae 1, 200, 000 
00 Ohio 33-C H-85(D)-_--.---- | Western Reserve University. -....----..-..-- seine ‘ 2, 000, 000 
000 Ohio 33-CH-90(D) _- oc OMe TRONINNI fe 08 Fe, oe each acne eae 150, 000 
000 Ohio 33-CH-91(D)_..-.-..___- | Baldwin-Wallace College..............--..-.----.--- 900, 000 
000 Ohio CH-92(DS)__............| Ohio Northern University. ...................______- 1, 000, 000 
000 Se) 2 | Comtral tate Oallege |. .5.-20bs--. cee hse aad 344, 000 
000 Okin. OH Ol(D) s.ci- fosb5.000- Bethany Nazarene College. _...-................-_......_- 360, 000 
000 OMS 2) eine Eastern Oklahoma A. & M. College...............-------- 671, 000 
000 Ore. 35-C H-30(DS) ___-__- sok t RE I ee Ps CU otic Ae a 825, 000 
000 ie, CM-SHD)- 8a ckc coke Cais Gant Chore Comene. 5. sian oe sch 225, 000 
000 Pa. 36-C H-97(DS)........__.. CURR FAIRE ONO a ie scission esa clscayincdut cates 200, 000 
000 Pa. 36-C H-100(D) .-...._......| Susquehanna University__.--......-...............__.-.- | 980, COO 
000 RI 37-CH-9(D) _-__-- ocepal SINOUE IMIR foc ne eo har St se 1, 200, 000 
000 RI 37-CH-10(D) - -..-.........] University of Rhode Island....._...................____. 1, 175, 000 
900 RI 37-CH-1i(D)-.-.--.-...-....| Rhode Island College of Education.....................__- 675, 000 
000 8C 38-CH-22.........._- Scene ee ee | 2. 000. 000 
000 §C-C H-23(D8) ____-_- cian SOE NIN OE CUMIN cn LA OE 240, 000 
000 SD 39-CH-23(D)....-...___..- Bice Coles Oe catia. eos sui iii. 28 300, 000 
000 8D 39-C H-22(D)..............| Southern State Teachers College......................__. 465, 000 
, 000 Tenn. 40-C H-31(D)_-...._____ | Tennessee Polytechnic Institute....._.................___- 150, 000 
, 000 Tenn. 40-CH-34(D)_....._..__| East Tennessee State College_.............._---------__- | 429, 000 
, 000 Tenn. 40-C H-33(D)__-_-_.___- Middle Tennessee State College....-.........-..-.___ 4 275, 000 
, 000 Tenn. 40-CH-35(D)_-._.______ The University of Tennessee... __..-...-.-.......-._____. 2, 000, 000 
, 000 Tenn. 40-CH-36(D)__-...-____ | Aste Peee tate CONES. 8 250, 000 
, 000 Tenn. 40-C H-37(D)____.___- ..| Union Untversity......-...........- See see coe AS 300, 000 
, 000 Tex. 41-CH-98(D)_-.----...._- Gratia Wiakie Wee si 5 he tek tds a sett 420, 000 
, 000 ee ee)... I Ot nn na nc cumbedonmes Sapa a ieee on 78, 000 
, 000 teh NSD hae... 2h IR ck eee ee eee en mE 600, 000 
, 000 Tex. 41-CH-100(D)_.......____| Del Mar College_____- ica eeaciepca dG. ate ae eet 300. 000 
, 000 Tex. 41-C H-103(D)............| Wayland Baptist College. _............................__. | 668, 000 
), 000 Tex. 41-CH-106(DS) .._._____- OS re eral 480, 000 
), 000 oes. 21-OH-107(D)..........:. 46, awards: Univentlty .:.4.)4~ 5.0... 52. | 460, 000 
7, 000 Tex. CH-108(D)-_-... ieiaimnae Abilene Christian College_-__- wae ' si eae 2, 350, 000 
8, 000 Utah CH-15(D)-_-_.--.-...___. Utah State University of Agriculture and Applied Science 690, 000 
), 000 Vt. 48-C H-11(DS)_ -----__ ae Si aecialea ie 850, 000 
), 000 7. 48-OH-12(D).........-... | University of Vermont_-.........---._- events : | 2, 475, 000 
5, 000 Va. 44-C H-17(DS) ___....______| Shenandoah College____- > wise aihn ial Ld kcglice taal 773, 000 
4, 000 Wash. 45-C H-33(DS).........| Western Washington College of Education....._________ 1, 500, 000 
0, 000 Wash. 45-C H-34(DS) __..._- ..| State College of Washington .__._......-.._____. Eo 3, 550, 000 
0, 000 W. Va. 46-C H-30(D)__._...__| Marshall College.____- 5 ftp ‘ ne 875, 000 
8, 000 W. Va. 46-C H-33(D)___- | Glenville State College .__- 415, 000 
0), 000 W. Va. 46-C H-32(S) . _.-____- Concord College __..._-- . ‘ os | 1, 400, 000 
5, 000 Wise. 47-CH-51(S)__....__.___] St. Norbert College............... . 400, 000 
0, 000 Wise, 47~-CH-52(DS) ... ...__._] Milton College.............-.......-..........2...... 192) 000 
9, 000 SD OE OE cnt anton EON MPONOOO. oe ek 800, 000 
1), 000 Po #42 bi tts 3» Sal 
10, 000 Total (136 applications |__.2.................__- ee ee te 140, 300, 000 
10, 000 approved). | 

0, 000 | | 

78, 000 — ——_——_—_— — - _ 
40, 000 

Rates or INTEREST Parp BY THE TREASURY ON Borrowr1Nnes From VARIOUS TRUST 
0, 000 FUNDS 

63, 000 : ; idee aie taeie 3 

50, 000 Old-age survivors insurance trust fund: $17.227 billion at average interest of 
nS 2.566 percent. 

15,000 Railroad retirement fund: $3.417 billion at average interest rate of 3 percent. 
49, 000 Civil service retirement fund: $8.581 billion at average interest rate of 258 
i? = percent. 
+4 Unemployment insurance trust fund ; $5.636 billion at average interest rate of 
25,000 BF 2% percent. 
= Servicemen’s life insurance: National service life insurance fund: $5.741 bil- 
300, 000 lion at average interest rate of 3 percent. 
100, 000 Grand total of above amounts: $40.602 billion at an average rate of less than 


percent. 
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Senator Sparkman. Another presentation for the record is a letter 
that I have received from my old friend Dr. Glendon W. Williams, 
the president of the University of Houston, very strongly endorsing 
this program. 

_ He has appeared before our committee in the past and has testified 
in behalf of it. He wrote me a letter, and I told him that I was going 
to place his letter in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


UNIVERSITY OF Houston, 
Houston, Tewv., July 20, 1959. 
Hon. Joun J. SPARKMAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR SPARKMAN: In your consideration of housing legislation I most 
earnestly urge that this line of thought be emphasized: 

1. Colleges and universities, especially the non-tax-supported institutions, are 
striving now against odds to meet a tremendous social, economic, and defense 
responsibility. 

2. If we are to double our enrollments, we must double our capacity. 

3. “Capacity” is twofold: 

(a) An adequately paid faculty—not one which is subsidizing the education 
of our youth through abnegation. 

(b) Plant facilities. 

4. “Plant facilities” involves simultaneously housing and teaching facilities; 
one without the other will not get the job done. 

5. We are not asking for handouts here, but we do have a responsibility to 
America to ask that we not be told that hard-pressed schools must pay high 
interest to those who are able to lend. The very least that Uncle Sam can now 
do is to make available to us at cost to the Government moneys which in tum 
we will immediately inject into the GNP while moving otherwise to strengthen 
every facet of American life. 

Most sincerely yours, 
CLANTON W. WiLuiAMs, President. 


Senator Sparkman. Is there anything further? 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a couple of very 
brief questions, if I may. 

Senator SparkMAN. Yes, Senator Clark. 

Senator Cuiark. First, let me extend the welcome to Dr. Ellis. I 
probably should have earlier as one of my constituents and president 
of a splendid small college in Huntingdon, Pa., typical, I may say, of 
at least a score of other colleges in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
of the same general caliber which would immensely profit from this 
program. Do you not agree, Dr. Ellis? 

Mr. Exxis. Yes. In fact, Senator, there are 40 colleges. 

Senator Ciark. It is nice to be accused of an understatement for 
once. 

There are 40 colleges in Pennsylvania, small liberal arts colleges, 
faced with the prospect of inadequate facilities to meet an increased 
enrollment, who need this Federal help; is that correct ? 

Mr. Exuis. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Crarx. Thank you, sir. 

I notice, President Hannah, that in your statement you reiterated 
your testimony of last winter, that you felt $500 million was needed 
for the dormitory program and $250 million for academic facilities. 
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It has been my thought—and I have taken some encouragement 
from my good friend, the president of Penn State University—that 
there is a movement in State universities, and also to some extent in 
private institutions, of which Temple University in Philadelphia 
would be one, to look more and more to the day student and less and 
less to the student who is boarded and lodged, largely because of the 
cost problem. 

At State College, in Center County, there has been an enormous 
building program, and yet Dr. Walker is now of the view that perhaps 
because of this terrific influx which he anticipates it would be wiser 
to put more emphasis on academic facilities for boys and girls living 
at home, for at least the first couple of years, rather than spending all 
that money for dormitories. 

This preliminary observation is for the purpose of getting your 
view as to whether you still think that in terms of a ratio we ought 
to give twice as much for a dormitory program as we do for an 
academic facilities program in terms of loans. 

Mr. Hannan. My view would be long range, of course, that the 
relative importance of the academic program is much greater than the 
housing program. 

In the housing program, as I indicated in my testimony, 10 years 
ago we thought we would be able to finance our academic needs from 
other sources. We find that will not be possible. I think in the 
long years ahead undoubtedly there will have to be more encourage- 
ment for many more loans for academic facilities than for housing. 

In view of Dr. Walker’s statement with reference to the encourage- 
ment of young people to stay closer to home—of course there are 
various views on the subject; I do not think we need get into that 
discussion this afternoon—there is no question that an increasing 
percentage of our young people are going to have part of their college 
programs closer to home. 

Senator CLark. They are going to have to as a matter of finance. 

Mr. Hannan. Not only that, but our institutions are not going to 
be able to take care of this great number in the future, and this will 
be about the only alternative that is available. 

Senator Crark. As a matter of advice to this committee, do you 

think we are on sound ground in sticking to the general opinion that 
we should make twice as much money available for dormitory con- 
struction as for academic facilities for next year or do you think 
we should give some serious thought to changing that ratio? 
_ Mr. Hannan. I think you oad, give serious consideration to mov- 
ing in the direction of encouraging more for academic facilities be- 
cause the bill approved by the Congress was for $300 million and $62.5 
million and the President’s program, I think, was $200 million for 
housing and nothing for the academic facilities. 

Senator CLARK. hea your recommendation was $500 million and 
$250 million; but some of that was historical. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appre- 
clate your coming and helping us. 
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(The following were received for the record :) 
THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, 
Chicago, Ill., July 29, 1959. 
Senator JOHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: I am enclosing herewith a memorandum which 
Julian Levi prepared for me relative to the comments of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency on the urban renewal-university related provisions in the 1959 
housing bill. 

As you know, the University of Chicago over the past 7 years has dealt with 
these problems 2s vigorously as any institution in the country. I would be great- 
ly concerned lest our efforts and those of our sister institutions be handicapped 
through mistaken impressions. 

With kindest regards. 

Very sincerely yours, 
LAWRENCE A. KIMPTON, 


JULY 29, 1959. 
Memorandum to: Lawrence A. Kimpton. 
From: Julian Levi. 


Mr. Norman Mason, head of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, on July 
23, 1959, filed a statement with the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency 
relating to the Housing Act of 1959. 

In this statement Mr. Mason dealt with the provisions of S. 57 relating to urban 
renewal areas involving colleges, as follows: 

“Urban renewal areas involving colleges.—Administration has no objection 
to part of this proposal in S. 57—the waiver of the “predominantly residential” 
requirement for projects that would make land available for university expan- 
sion, or that would create an environment that is compatible with university acti- 
vities. This part of the proposal is also in 8. 2378. 

“Administration opposes the part of this proposal in S. 57 which would permit 
the local public agency to obtain noncash grant-in-aid credit for expenditures 
made by the university for acquiring and clearing land in the immediate vicinity 
of the project. Furthermore, the university expenditures could have been made 
as long as 5 years prior to the execution of a loan and grant contract for the 
project. 

“These provisions would not benefit the university in any financial way. The 
local public agency would receive a retroactive windfall of noncash grant-in- 
aid credit, which might be large enough to cover more than the local one-third 
share of project costs. In that case, the excess credit could be used toward the 
local share of projects in other parts of the city—in no way connected with the 
university. Since the original project would be charged with the cost of ag- 
quiring the land, and there would be no disposition proceeds to offset this cost, 
the full amount of the windfall would be added to the share of costs borne by 
the Federal grant.” 

I. Mr. Mason states “these provisions would not benefit the university in any 
financial way.” It is unfortunate that Mr. Mason did not study the testimony 
offered by the universities in the hearings before the Senate Banking and Cur 
rency Committee on §. 57, itself. Among the universities represented were: 
New York University, University of Pennsylvania, University of Louisville and 
the University of Seattle as well as the University of Chicago. This testimony, 
moreover, brought to the committee the experiences of some 20 additional univer- 
sities, including Columbia University, Harvard University, Massachusetts Insti- 
tute of Technology, Yale, University of California, Indiana University, ete. 

The experiences of these universities and the testimony offered before the 
committee made clear that universities could not deal with their neighborhood 
problems without raising additional funds and that these funds could not be 
raised unless a leverage effect through the capital grant-in-aid provision was 
made available. Donors will not finance university slum clearance programs 
unless these programs can be related by credit to the total needs of the local 
community. 

II. The 5-year leadtime provision is required because of the nature of the 
educational process itself. Direct urban renewal procedures require years before 
the land can be made available. In the meantime, the colleges of this country 
cannot wait. The erection of needed academic and institutional facilities cat- 
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not be accomplished overnight. The time between the determination to build 
a needed facility and its actual operation after months of land acquisition, 
planning and construction, is generally more than 2 years. The need for these 
facilities is now. 

Dr. Hannah, president of Michigan State University, representing the Ameri- 
can Council on Education, the American Association of Land Grant Colleges and 
State Universities, the State Universities Association, the American Association 
of Junior Colleges, and the Association for Higher Education, the National 
Education Association, on July 28, 1959, told the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee “the organizations which I represent believe the need now and the 
decade ahead is far greater than it has ever been.” Colleges cannot wait until 
the complex urban renewal procedures, often requiring 5 years, grind to a loan 
and grant contract to meet these needs. They cannot say to worthy young 
men and women applying for admission “sorry come back 5 years from now.” 
An educational program once interrupted in the life of any student is only 
seldom renewed. 

The 5-year leadtime provision is essential so that the institutions concerned 
can turn to the urgent business of expansion now. 

In these circumstances it is indeed unfortunate that these provisions are re- 
ferred to as “a windfall.” §. 57 itself makes clear that the only institutions 
which derive the benefit are “any educational institution of higher learning, 
including any public institution or any private educational institution, no part 
of the net earnings of which shall inure to the benefit of any private share 
holder or public agency. 

Mr. Mason, in effect, guts the entire purpose of section 417 of S. 57. 





AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN, 
Washington, D.C., July 31, 1959. 
Senator JoHN SPARKMAN, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Banking and Currency Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: For more than a decade in its national program 
the American Association of University Women, a group of over 140,000 col- 
lege graduates organized into 1,432 branches in 49 States, Hawaii, Guam, and 
the District of Columbia, has recognized Federal responsibility in the solution 
of the Nation’s housing problems. Part C of the item which follows was added 
to the existing program by a unanimous vote at the 1957 biennial convention 
of AAUW. On June 24 of this year the phrase “‘middle income and cooperative” 
was incorporated into part A of the program for 1959-61 by an almost unani- 
mous convention vote. 


“SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ISSUES 


“1. Support of measures to provide adequate apropriations for and to preserve 
administrative integrity of the housing program : 

“(a) Reduction of high housing costs through research, low-cost financing 
and elimination of monopolistic practices ; encouragement of low-cost, middle 
income, and cooperative housing by private industry. 

“(b) Provision for public housing for low-income families for which pri- 
vate industry is unable to provide. 

“(c) Support of national urban renewal programs and city planning for 
the prevention of blight, for the rehabilitation of deteriorated neighbor- 
hoods, and slum clearance.” 

We believe that the broadening of this item by two consecutive conventions is 
an indication of increasing concern in the association over housing and a further 
indication of association recognition and approval of the role which the Federal 
Government has assumed under the several basic housing acts. 

The delegates to the 1959 convention also adopted a program item covering 
association support, under direction of its higher education committee, for legis- 
lative measures providing Federal assistance to college housing. Tor these rea- 
sons the social and economic issues committee and the committee on higher educa- 
tion wish to convey to you distress that housing legislation was not enacted in 
the last Congress and their concern that action will be taken in this session. 

The association is grateful for the persistence of the chairman of this com- 
mittee and its members in the task of writing good housing legislation. We 
wish to assure you not only of association appreciation for those efforts but of 
our support in your present task of preparing and sponsoring new legislation for 

43777—59——26 
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consideration by the Congress. At the same time we wish to express to you 
our firm belief in the urgency of the need for enactment of housing legislation 
in this session in order that badly needed existing programs and commitments 
may be carried on without interruption. 
We request that this statement be made a part of the record of the current 
hearings of the Subcommittee on Housing. 
Sincerely yours, 








Dr. OREEN M. RUEDI, 
Chairman, Committee on Social and Economic Issues. 
Dr. EUNICE C. ROBERTS, 
Chairman, Committee on Higher Education. 
Mrs. W. M. BaIn, 
Chairman, Committee on Legislative Program. 









Mr. Chairman, could I have permission to place in the record a 
memorandum entitled, “Philadelphia’s Low-Rent Housing Program,” 
which is in response to a commitment I made to the Senator from 
Connecticut a day or two ago when he questioned the extent to which 
Philadelphia was properly using its public housing allocations. 

This was prepared for me by the officials of the Philadelphia city 
government, the housing coordinator, Mr. Rafsky, who has been a 
witness here from time to time. I think it pretty clearly demonstrates 
that we are using up our allotment in Philadelphia about as well as 
could be expected and that no part of it should be turned back as 
“deadwood,” and that we are going to need every single unit that has 
been allocated to us. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes; I recall the discussion. Let it go into the 
record at the point at which the discussion took place (see p. 294). 

Have you anything further ? 

Senator Crark. No. 

(The following was received for the record :) 

HousInG AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 


OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1959. 


















Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I refer to the telephone request of Mr. James B. Cash, 
staff director of the subcommittee, to Acting Commissioner Seward of the 
Community Facilities Administration for certain financial information relating 
to the college housing program. 

Enclosed table I shows the volume of bond issues of public institutions of 
higher education sold during 1950 through June 1959 for housing and related 
service facilities. The table breaks down the bond issues into three categories: 
(a) bond issues awarded to HHFA under the college housing program, (b) 
applications filed with HHFA, but bonds sold to other investors, and (c) bonds 
sold directly to other investors. 

In response to the questions regarding the length of loans and the interest 
rates paid by the public educational institutions in the private capital market, 
table II provides such information for the period 1950 through June 1959. With 
respect to private educational institutions, the information available to us is too 
fragmentary to be meaningful. 

Table III shows the aggregate amounts of bonds awarded to HHFA under the 
college housing program through June 30, 1959. A list of the individual bond 
issues awarded to HHFA is shown in table IV. 

In response to the question as to what interest rates the educational institu- 
tions would have to pay in today’s capital market for 40-year loans, there 1s 
enclosed a statement giving the estimate of our staff for such interest rates. 

Sincerely yours, 




























NorMAN P. Mason, Administrator. 








ash, 
the 
ting 


s of 
ated 
ries: 

(b) 
onds 


erest 
rket, 
With 
s too 


r the 
bond 


stitu- 
ore is 
eS. 


tor. 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING 8. 57 395 


TaBLeE I.—Bond issues! of public institutions of higher education for housing and 
related service facilities,? * 1960 to June 1959 


{Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Application filed 
Awarded to with HHFA, but Sold directly to 


HHFA bonds sold to other | other investors § 
Calendar year investors 45 


Amount | Num-| Amount | Num-| Amount 


1950—January-June 
July-December 
1951—January-June 
July-December 
1952—January-June 
July-December 
1953—January-June 
July-December 
1954—January-June-... 
July-December -.- 


$16, 499 
45, 915 
13, 738 

4, 657 
7, 835 
3, 985 
7, 653 
8, 986 
22, 420 

1 22, 615 
27, 148 
15, 518 

7, 134 
20, 650 
9, 316 
23, 367 


SBoaSas eH SB 


July-December 
1956—January-June 
July-December 
1957—January-June 
July-December 
1958—January-June 1 35, 858 
July-December 9, 145 
1959—January-June 19, 030 


te 
nn 


at ttt et 
Or hOO® 


321, 469 


1 Included are bond issues having aggregate values of $50,000 or more; 1 issue for $30,000 is included in 
“amount” for July- December 1954, but not in “‘number of issues’’; 1 issue for $30,000 is included in “‘amount’’ 
for January-June 1958, but not in “‘number of issues.”’ 

? Defined as facilities eligible for loans under the College Housing Act of 1950, as amended. Where a 
bond issue was for noneligible facilities such as educational buildings as well as for eligible facilities only 4 
of the bond issue is included under “amount.’’ 9 such loans are included. 
oe en grouped according to the date of bond sale or, if not available, according to the date of 

nd issue. : 

4 Application filed with HHFA and subsequently withdrawn; may include loan amounts not related to 
application handled by HHFA; also includes bond issues where HHFA purchased the later maturities; 
also includes bond issues sold pees as part of a “matching arrangement’’ under which HHFA pur- 
chased other bonds to finance the project. 

$“Other investors” include: Underwritings by bond houses, private placements with insurance com- 


panies and other large investors, purchases by State retirement or other trust funds and loans by com- 
mercial banks. 


NoTE.—(1) Other bond issues of public institutions may exist for which public information is currently 
unavailable. (2) Total bonds sold during 1950-June 1959: $746,656,000. 


Sources: Data obtained from ‘‘The Bond Buyer,’’ Moody’s ‘Municipal and Government Manual” and 
material in the files of the Community Facilities Administration. 
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TaBLe III.—College housing program bonds awarded to HHFA 


January to June 


July to December...........-..--- 


January to June 


July to December... ....--..-- 


January to June__-- 
July to December 
January to June 
July to December 
January to June-__-- 
July to December. -- 
| January to June 
July to December 
January to June_-.- 
July to December... 
January to June... 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


| Private institutions 


| | 
Number | Amount 


$766 
3, 307 


15, 068 


13, 760 

5, 522 
19, 668 
18, 762 
30, 639 
35, 521 
47, 588 
36, 072 
59, 213 





418 | 315, 787 


9, 440 | 
10, 818 | 


9, 643 | 


Public institutions | Total institutions 


Number | Amount | Number | Amount 


$4, 033 
6, 807 
10, 440 
17, 534 
21, 587 
12, 298 
15, 578 
5, 522 
41, 083 
37, 724 
65, 093 
87, 277 
100, 440 
67, 519 
126, 619 


619, 554 


| SEEENEE! wncwnee 
; 


| 
} 
i 
| 


& 
5 
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TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA 
APRIL TO JUNE 1959 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


tions Private (P) 
or State | Bond Bonds Interest Term 
and local | Institution award awarded rate | years 
govern- date 
ments (S) 





State Teachers College (Dickinson, N. Dak.)..| Apr. 
State Teachers College (Mayville, N. DIOR) ches onsnx! 
State Teachers College (Minot, N. Dak.) 

University of North Dakota 

University of Minnesota 


SSE CUI kod cb i ckcisneersdencees ’ 
Wesleyan College 
University of Cincinnati 
Brandeis University 
Carson-Newman College 
Indiana State Teachers College 
| Drew University........--- 
sini aad ame 

Ashland College : ae 
Baylor University eee 
Shimer College Apr. 
Erskine College 


NWNMWOWWNHNNNHONNNNN DW bw && tS 


Michigan State University of Agriculture & | Apr. 24 
Applied Science. 
Wisconsin University Building Corp ajoe cleans} 


University of Scranton... 

Keuka College. _- 

| Trinity University --- 

Davis & Elkins College- 

West Virginia U niversity- 
Inter-American University “(Pp uerto Ric 





SNWNNONWNN dS 


Defi ance C neg = 
Chatham County “Hospits al At ithority dina 
| Central State College see 


Adelphi College-- ' bier 

| Sacred Heart Dominican College- 
Tuskegee ae « 3 
Wisconsin State Colleges “Building C orp ..-| June 


bho ho Oe bo 
~1 


te 


w 


Gettysburg College , June 
Hamline University Ree do B 
North Carolina State College ree June 8 
University of North Carolina... --- a ee ae 
Womans College of the University o eM 
Carolina. 
Beilarmine College -_- 2 June 10 
University of Portiand _- sehr ‘ June 11 
| Rhode Island School of Des eee 
Monmouth College are ane June 15 
McCook Junior College -__- --do 
Arizona State College (Flagstaff _|...do 
Fordham University ----- Se : do 
University of Kentucky sscgiat picllan apis June 16 
| Converse College--- : pale — June 19 
College of New Rochelie_____- a See June 22 
Findlay College_..--.-- dencicieieaiiaidalaiasiasaicai de 
Syracuse University---- : ji June 23 
University of Illinois : a _do 
MacMurray College : June 24 
| Fairmont State College--.--..-.----- iia alin 


Mississippi Southern College_.......--- do 
Mississippi State College for Women a do 
University of Mississippi ; do 
Central Michigan University - - - - 7 Jul 
| Sienna College. -_..--- Rae te ee June 2 

Boston University. - - ian _.....| June 29 
Campbell College. ; ; June 30 
St. Ambrose College _- : do 
Cazenovia Junior Colleg an _.do 





Amount 
$33, 268 
33, 626 


66, 894 
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TaB_e LV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHF A— 
Continued 


JANUARY TO MARCH 1959 


[Dollar amounts in thousand 


Private (P 
or State Bond Bonds Interest Term 
ind local Institutior award awarded rate years 


govern date 
ment (> 


. I sity 
Northeastern Oklahoma A. 
Knoxville C 
University o 
‘ ern Met 
Cottey Junio 
Kentucky St 
t nivey tv oi \ i 
Mississippi State Univer 
Applied Scien 
niversity of Louisvill 
College of Idaho 
Southern Dilinois Univ 

ao 
Lambuth College 
Lander College 
Houghton Colle 
Middlebury 
Lycoming y ‘2 
George Washineton Univers 
Northeastern State College 
Sam Houston State Teachers Colie 
Catholic University 
John Carrol University 
Columbia University 
Emmanuel College 
University of Toled 
College of Puget Sound 


— °F. 


I 


Dyess gh w 


Doctors Hospital 
University of Kansas 
American University 
University of San Francisco 
Southern University 
Indiana University 


CNWWNWNNWOWKWNKSONNNNNNWWN AN WHON IY SW 


Manhattanville College 

4 & M. Collece of Texa 
Milliken University 

Elmira College 

Texas College 

New Mexico Normal School 
National College of Education 
St. John’s University 

College of St. Thomas 

Texas College of Arts and Industries 
Atlantic Christien College 
Valparaiso University 


Lamar State College of Technology 


bo WW NO NS We DO BS tS ts Ge Ge tS tS 





Number Amount 
Private institutions. 


Public institutions_. 


Total 
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TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 1958 


{Dollar amounts in thousands] 








! 

Private (P) | 
or State | | Bond Bonds | Interest Term 
and local Institution | award awarded rate | years 
govern- | date } 

ment (S) 


Iona College basi 

Appalachian State Teachers College_--- 

Georgia Military College_. 

Bard College. 

Rider College- 

Phillips University - 

Vassar College __- 

Northern State Teachers College 
fendrick Memorial Hospital 

West Virginia Wesleyan College 

Baker University --—- 

Dillard University. -_- 

| Wittenburg College_- 

University of Rhode Island_------- 

Louisiana Polytechnic Institute__ 

Fairleigh Dickinson University- 

Philander Smith College. 

Trinity College 

Tulane University- -- 
_.do : 

Arkansas Polytec shnie Colle ge 

Marygrove College... a : 56! 

Wentworth Military Ac: ademy--- 7 1OV. 55 : | 40 

University of Mlinois- Nov. , 525 : 35 

Western Washington College of Education_ . 

Trinity College _ __ 

| Carnegie Institute of Technology 7 


x 
4 


40 


40 
Vincennes University ---- : 
Yale University ; 
Alabama Polytechnic Institute 
Howard County Junior College District... 
Emory University 
University of Texas __ 
Antioch College. 
New Mexico Normal U niversity_ 
University of Missouri School of Mines and 
Metallurgy. | 
Southeast Missouri State College_-_--- a , ol! 75 | 40 
St. Mary’s University -__...----- eae Bae : 25 ‘ f . 
4 
Harrisburg Hospital__-..-..----- - 16 75 : 40 
| Lake Erie College etieinil iget se : >. 26 5 2. 875 30 
| Southwestern College- - -- = ‘ 7 , 005 { 40 


40 
40 


DH-I-I1-10 +! 
soos 


1 


33 
40 
40 
40 


HI HH 


; 
9 
) 
9 
9 
? 
3.0 
? 
9 
9 
9 
3 








Amount 
Private institutions man aeamionacheaben : $22, 286 
Public institutions aunties heataees 11, 127 
So eS I a ee ee eee eee ee a ee . : 33, 413 
mount 
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TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


JULY TO SEPTEMBER 1958 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 








Private (P) | 
or State Bond Bonds Interest 
and local | Institution award awarded rate 
govern- | date 
ment (8) 





..| Pacifie University... 

| George Peabody College 

Emory and Henry College - -- 
West Carolina College 

| John B. Stetson University. -.......--- 
St. Bernard College -- 
Jacksonville State Teachers College 
Middle Tennessee State College 
Tennessee Polytechnic College 
| University of Missouri School of Mines and 
Technology. 
| University of Missouri-. - 
Converse College 
San Angelo College___- abiiane 
East Kentucky State College : 
Northeast Missouri State Teachers College 
..| Clarkson College of Technology - 

| Wisconsin State College 
University of Arkansas 
| Louisburg College _-_- 
Moore Institute of Art, Science, and Industry - 


Neppr 


| Morris Brown College 

University of Buffalo_- 

Adams State College 

University of Alaska 

..| University of Delaware Sept. 
| Our Lady of the Lake College-.-.----- ss Sept. 

Western Montana College of Education Sept 





Assumption College do 
Gettysburg College . ...| Sept 
Hillcrest Medical Center._............---------|-..do 
Roanoke College. d .| Sept. 
| West Liberty State College 6‘ Sept. 
pines iene |...do 
Fairmount “State College ..do 
Pueblo County Junior ¢ Xollege District_.____- Sept. 

Ouachita Baptist College _.__- | Sept. 2 

ai Georgetown College____ ae stahaad | Sept. 24 

..| East Carolina College ea iccebstmaiicamdy Cee 

| The Muskingkum College. _.........-.........| Sept. 2 


| Central Christian College....................-.- Sept. 








4) 
40 
40 
4) 
40 
40 
40 








WHNWNNNXONNNNONNNNNNWWNNNWNWNHNHNNNN& 


Amount 
Private institutions._..........- te eee praca 20 $13, 786 
Public institutions...........~- aa <N. 2 20, 320 


34, 106 


included in amount but not in number due to July readvertisement of New Mexico 20-CH-10(D) 
at incre: assed amount. 
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TABLE I[V.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHF A— 
Continued 


APRIL_TO JUNE 1958 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) 


or State | Bond Bonds | Interest | Term 
and local Institution award | awarded rate years 
govern- date 


ment (S) 





| College of Notre Dame__- 

The University of New Mexico 
delice cetite 

| New Mexico Normal U niversity. 

Wye unsylvania University 
Presbyterian College 

| Norwich U niversity_..- 
Worcester Polytechnical Institute 


40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 


5 


Carlton College 

Evansv ille College 

St. Mary’s Dominican College - - 
South Dakota School of Mines and Technology - 
Arizona State College at Tempe 

Northern Illinois University 


40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 


mais] 
one 


1 


Illinois State Normal University 

| Purdue University 

| Seattle Pacific College 
The Reed Institute 

| Rutgers University 
Vermont Junior College 
Loyola University of Los Angeles--.....-------- |...d0 

| William Jewell C ‘ollege | May 

| Central Missouri State College | May 
The Friends University | May 

| La Verne College 

| Western Illinois University 

| General Beadle State Teachers College 

| The Tarkio College-- --- 
Ohio Northern University - ......-.-...------ 4 
University of Louisville 

| Kansas State College 
ON gE ES ape 

| Incarnate College - -- 

| Southern University and A. & M. College 
Grambling College of Louisiana 
Texas College of Arts and Industries --- satel 3 
Florida State University June 
Lebanon Valley C ollege 3 June 
Wisconsin University Building Corp. do-. 
Whitworth College____.__-- canbestinela eee 
nn ns onion ceoreon | Fane 40 
Skidmore College me | June | 75 40 
Texas Christian U niversity _do | . 3 40 
Southwest Missouri State C ollege aE .-| June 40 
Eastern Baptist College June 40 
Eastern Illinois University do 40 
Murray State College do-_-__.| 40 
Syracuse University - - ---- ee hoe, .| June 2 40 
Purdue University do. 40 

| P ee lv ania Military ‘C ollege June 2 5 40 

June ‘ , 35 2. 75 40 


40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
30 
40 
40 


bo bo tO ND tO tN WNNNNNNNNNNNNNNWWN 
HODWMe1] HO 


bo tO tO bt 


WNWNNNWNHWWWKWWNHNNN? 





Nh NN hh bh 





Amount 


$21, 727 
34, 208 


Private institutions---- 
Public institutions 
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TABLE 1V.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


JANUARY TO MARCH 1958 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


| | 
Private (P) | | | | 
or State | Bond Bonds Interest Term 
rate | years 

govern- 


date 
ment (8) 


and local Institution award | awarded 
| 


University of Miami 
| Elmira College .__. 
| University of P ennsylv ania 
Tulane University ___- 
| University of Arizona___.. 
University of Rhode Island 
Hiram College_- 
| University of Kansas 
| Kansas State Teachers College _- 
; Oklahoma City University 


Caso oc 


O ~~ 00 COI AI I 


Taylor U omy 
College of Mt. 
| Olivet C ollege as 
| New Mexico C ollege of A. & M. Arts 
Anderson College 
Ripon College 
Lewis and Clark C ollege 
Menlo College . 
| University of W ichita_. 
University of Chicago. . 
Waynesburg College. _- 
| Webster College 
Tarleton State College... 
Wagner Lutheran C ollege . 
Marietta College. 
Luther College 
Southwest Texas State Teachers C ollege- - 
The Colorado College Li 
Nasson College 
Hartwick College e 
Saint Benedict’s College. 
Wharton Junior College__._- ; 
South Dakota State College of A. &M. Arts__- 
Emory and Henry College 
Arkansas Polytechnic Colle ge 
Westminster College 
Newberry College -.- 
Tyler Junior C ollege District | 
_.| Southwestern State College 

| Drury College-. 
Colle ee of Notre Dame. 
The University of Te mnessee._...-..--- | 
Alabama Agricultural and Mechanical C ‘olle ge- eel 
Troy State Teachers College. -- 
Furman University 








WR NNWNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNONNNNNNNNNNNNNN 


rrr 


~] 





Kansas State College 

| Texas Woman’s University 

enoir Rhyne College.._---- 
College of Holy Names.__- 

| University of Southern California 

University of Michigan. 

Indiana University Medical Center 





WN NMNNNYNNSNNNNNNNNS 





Number Amount 
32 $25, 861 
18, 644 


52 44, 505 


1 $160 included in amount but not in number due to February readvertisement of Arkansas 3-C H-19(D) 
at increased amount. 


Private institutions_._- 
Public institutions_- 


I Dedaintd Smidkcieanmene 
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TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 1987 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 
| 
Private (P) | 
or State | Bond Bonds Interest Term 
and local Institution award awarded rate years 
| 


govern- | date 
ment (S) 


The University of North Carolina_- 
North Carolina State College of — ic ulture. 
Black Hills Teachers College-__---- 
Northern State Teachers College -- 
Viterbo College - ai 
Saint Francis C ollege 
Gonzaga University- . 
Westminister Choir C ollege ; 
Elon College- 2 
University of Bridgeport- 
University of Michigan 
| The Columbia College-- 
| LaSalle College in City of Philade _ 
Westminister College a 7 
Middlebury College 
..| Colgate University- 
.| State College of Ww ashington 
| University of Arkansas_ - 
| Whitworth College. -_ 
| University of Kentucky- 
Purdue University --- 
Bouve-Boston School 
Seton Hill College ‘ 
..| Oklahoma Baptist U niversity- Se 
| Linfield College--_- 
do. 
“Texas Western C ollege 
Northern Montana College 
Eastern Montana College of Education 
St. Edward’s University - 
Arkansas State College 
Harding College. * ; 
University of Kansas__...--.---- 
| Greenville College 
St. Martin’s College i“ 
Sam Houston State Teachers College_- 
| Southwestern College : 
ce ..| Rollins College__.._--- 
ee ee Gettysburg College. _-._-- 
| Loretto Heights College 
.| University of Washington 
Washington College en 
The Arkansas State Teachers College 
| Johns Hopkins University 
| University of Corpus Christi 
Beloit College : 
Texas Technological College 
| University of Oklahoma 
..-| Whittier College 


v 


Sse 


“1x 
nad 





IIIA 


Ist s3 +] 


~I 


oes 


i~1e 


oN 


“10 





“100-180 
on ~I n= 


WNNNWNNNNYNNPNNNNNNYNNNNNNNNYCNNNNNNNNNNNNNN 


40 
Northwest Missouri State College 
40 
39 
4 40) 
ousseneece none ieee ons 3, 02% 2. 75 40 


Christian Brothers College 
University of Minnesota 
..do 


INN NHN SDN NN DS te bt 





nount 
25, 861 
18, 644 


Number Amount 
Private institutions aa ae a teita i i bl 31 $18, 255 
ge ied a pam ; 22 32, 224 


44, 505 
19(D) 


50, 479 
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TABLE I1V.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHF A— 
Continued 


JULY TO SEPTEMBER 1957 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) 
or State Bond Bonds Interest Term 
and local Institution award awarded rate years 
govern- date 
ment (S) 


Thiel College__-- ee 
New Mexico School of Mines__.- 
University of Chicago 
Bradley University_.-- ome 
The University of Akron.._--- 
University of Missouri 
Tennessee W esle yan Yolleg: “ 
‘ ente nary College of Louisiana 
Iderson-Broaddus College 
— Technological College 


Lamar State College of Technolog: 
| Southern Oregon College 
Utah State Agricultural College 
Dartmouth College_. 
University of Missouri 
William Woods College 
Gannon College. 
Lesley College 
New York U niversity Bellevue Medical Center 
Illinois C ollege 
Texarkana College-- 
Carbon College-..- 
Georgetown College- 
Hood College 
Macalester College 
Eastern Michigan C ollege- 
= offord College 
St. Joseph’s College 
| Southon State Teachers C acta 
University of Portland ; 
University of South Dakota- 


| Northwestern State yatiens oe 
Barat College_ 
University of F ‘lorida_..- 
Miami University 
Parsons College 
me any C a. 
Mary’ s College. 
U cinoniee of eet 


NWNNNNNNNNNNls 


Orr 


Nryewe 





Num- 

ber Amount 
ee ee eT : 24 $17, 266 
Public institutions.............. aeoane : = on ae 19, 532 


DE ctintninnticecentiiboes aubdipoounwene+ sis eal iiescebitalesha ites Wichita csimscdigitlaaidin keaubiaads 39 36, 738 
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TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


APRIL TO JUNE 1957 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 
—_— 


or State Bond | Bonds 
and local Institution award awarded 
govern- date | 
ment (8) 


Interest 
rate 


Private (P) | | 
| 


\——_—_——; 


University of Kentucky | Apr. 
Colorado School of Mines------......------..--- | Apr. 
Russell Sage College | Apr. 
Tulane University i Apr. 


Oklahoma A. & M. College Apr. 
West Texas State College | Apr. 


Dakota Wesleyan University - _- Apr. 
Texas Wesleyan College--___- Apr. 
Southeastern Louisiana College ---- | Apr. 
Arizona State College at Tempe----.........--- | Apr. 
University of Arizona Apr. 
St. Mary’s Junior College 
University of Florida 

Howard College... 

Arizona State College at Flagstaff 
Quincy College and Sem 
Regis College - - sae ‘ 

Yeshiva University - - ----- 

Ohio State University 

Hamline University ---- 

Arizona State College at Flagstaff 
Mercer University 

Pfeiffer College 

Louisiana College-------- 

West Virginia Wesleyan College | 
John B. Stetson University......-...-.--.---..- 
North Central College 
South Dakota State College of A. & M. Arts_..| } 
| Kansas State Teachers College 
Adams State College of Colorado 
| Kansas Wesleyan University................---| 
Temple University 

Colorado State University 

College of Puget Sound 

Earlham College 

Juniata College 

Wilson College 

Baker University 

ee Se eeee anne 
Henderson State Teachers College 

Upsala College 

Hampton Institute 

| Park College nine 

College of. the Pacific..................... eae 
| Bethel College and Seminary 

fy ED MIR in cine cxhescoubancassseewens 
| Louisiana Polytechnic Institute 

| Michigan State University 


PNPPN! 


oho po 


ror 





omnpp 





pt 


= 


sa 


PHN HPNHNNNHNNNHNE 


39 
28 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
40 
39 


NPhyrwpwnp 


~ 
9} 


tn 


~] 








Crs TNS Or OO 
~ 


_ 


opr 


_ t 
b> © 





borer 





Amount 
Private institutions $23, 171 
Public institutions 28, 034 
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Taste 1V.—OCollege housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHF A— 
Continued 


JANUARY TO MARCH 1957 
{Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Private (P) 


or State ; Bond Bonds Interest Term 
and local Institution award awarded rate years 
date 


Arkansas State Teachers College 
Lycoming College-._._.-.._- 
Western State College 

The College of Idaho 
Concord College 

Indiana University 
Hendrix College _-- 
University of Santa Clara 
Utah State Agricultural College 
Marquette University 

Wingate Junior College, Inc_..._..-__--- 
-| University of Rochester 

| Drake University - --- 

Fort Hays Kansas State College........__- 
Ball State Teachers College_- 
Austin College 


NYP 
1 


ot 


~ 


~] 











PNPNNWWE 








Amount 
$7, 468 
6, 420 


13, 888 


Public institutions_...........-- 
Total 
OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 1956 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 
Private (P 
or State | Bond Bonds | Interest Terms 


and local Institution award awarded | rate (years) 
govern- date | 


| 
ment (8) | 
| 


Marion College - - 
St. Olaf College._........- 

Case Institute of Technology -- 

| University of Florida - 
University of Michigan. ---- 
Aurora College ; 
Texas Christian University- 
Bethune-Cookman College... 
La Verne College - -- ae 
William Jewell College 
Georgetown University - -- 
Davis and Elkins College- 

| Carson-Newman College. -- 
University of Redlands- --__- 
Manhattan College--..... ce 
Lamar State College of Technology - 
Manchester College- 
Fort Lewis A. & M. College 
University of Kansas 
University of Colorado-_- 

| Lebanon Valley College 

| Jamestown College 

| Rockhurst University- aa 
Central Missouri State College_- 
McNeese State College..____- 
Vanderbilt University 
Yeshiva University 


~) 


NPNNWNHNNNHL? 











NWNWNWNHNHNHNNNNNNNNN hhh 





Amount 
or $13, 735 
EIR CORG EL Rc PLAID IE DE SAA LE ATRIOS OTL LA TO 11, 202 


BU iccseces 


ne ee RE eanieniiattiee wail ‘ 24, 937 





ount 
3, 735 
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TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


Private (P) 
or State 
and local 
govern- 
ment (8) 


JULY TO SEPTEMBER 1956 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Institution 


Tennessee Polytechnic Institute 

Pacific Lutheran College__..____-- 
University of Missouri—School of Mines__ 
University of Missouri 

Elizabethtown College 

Bradley University : 
I RS nn cece acu ee 
North Texas State College. 

Nair Israel Rabbinical 

Hope College 

Lincoln College 

Beaver College 

Wittenburg College - 

Franklin and Marshall College 
University of Illinois____- 

Philadelphia Textile Institute_. 





: Aug. 





Bond 
award 
date 


Bonds Interest 
awarded rate 


July 16 
Aug. 
Aug. 
<a... 


Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
seu 
Aug. 
Sept. 
Sept. 
Sept. 
Sept. 


SSSSESSESESES 





40 
40 
39 


PNPNNYNPNNNPNNYNNPNN 
4 


Amount 


$5, 207 
7, 760 


12, 787 


APRIL TO JUNE 1956 


{Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) | 


or State 
and local 
govern- 
ment (S) 


Institution 





Memphis State College die 
Franklin College, Indiana_- 
Norwich Unive rsity 
| Southern Ilinois U nive rsity- 
| University of Kansas City- 
| Occidental College 
| Colorado A. & M. College 
| Colorado State College of Education 
Potomac State College of West Virginia 
| Southern Methodist University_- 
Ohio Wesleyan University- 
Alabama Polytechnic Institute__- 
Florida Southern College_--- 
Sterling College_- 
Bethany College 
Sam Houston State Teachers College__- 
| The Creighton University___- 
Tennessee Agricultural and. Industrial 
College. 
East Tennessee State College_.__- 
Clarkson College of Technology 
North Park College 
Reed College._- ake 
Lake Forest University 
Colorado Woman’s College 
Huston-Tillotson College 
| Baylor University 


Private institutions 
Public institutions 


Total 


State 


and Theological Semin: ry. 


| 


Bond 
award 
date 


Bonds Interest 
awarded rate 


Term 
(years) 


Apr. $325 2.75 | 20 
Ave... 505 2.7 39 
a { 2.75 40 
Apr. 26 3, 355 2. 75 | 40 
Apr. ; ; 2. 75 | 38 

do.. . 75 | 39 


| May 9] 2, 500 | 3.75 | 40 
| May 2: 2, 75 5 | 40 


May 37 2. 75 28 
May 7 i 40) 
May 21 | 5 7 39 
May. 22 | 150 | 5 40 
May 2 5 5 39 

do 35 75 40 


} June ; 35 2.7 38 
| June 25 2, 33 2.75 4) 


June 1; 75 5 39 


June 1! 5 2. 75 20 


do ‘ 5 7 30 


June , 050 2. 7 39 
June 1 55t 75 39 
June 2: 35 : 5 38 
June 2 2.75 40 


do... 335 75 40 


June 56 25 | 2.7 40 


Apr. If , 885 2.75 40 


Number Amount 
17 $12, 898 
9 12, 880 


26 25, 778 
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Tasrtz LV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 


Continued 
JANUARY TO MARCH 1056 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Private (P) 
or State 
and local 
govern- 
ment (8) 


Bond 
Institution 


University of San Francisco. 
American University 

St. Norbert College 
University of Texas 
Syracuse University 
Campbell College 

Ouachita Baptist College 
Murray State College 

Elon College 


Upper Iowa University 
Kansas State College of Agriculture and Ap- 
SEL. ch canis tensibinGinecckoneucous 


a 


Private institutions 
Public institutions 


JULY TO DECEMBER 1955 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Private (P) 
or State 
and local 
govern- 
ment (S) | 


Bond 
award 
date 


Institution 


Alfred University 
Cazenovia Junior College 
| St. Francis College 
John B. Stetson University 
Knox College 
Waldorf College 
| Concordia College 
See Augsburg College and Theological Seminary - - - 
| Nebraska Wesleyan University 
Baylor University 
| Seattle University 
University of Southern California 


Sa 


— OOF Dmworw 


oo 





akB 


Number 


I ke Da st eeienitneaneiunhed rn Skbmnerenumead 


_ 
© 


8 SNRcNMESROBS 





Interest 
rate 


Term 
(years) 


wr 
e 


nSeESeeuweese | 





é 


~ 
on 
NN NNNPNKYNPNNNPNNN 


| 


Number Amount 
$6, 770 
8, 535 


15, 305 


Bonds 
awarded 


Term 
| (years) 


Interest 
rate 


| 


40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40) 
40 
40 
| 40 
5 40 


ON EN CH ON ON 


Cron cn cn 


on 


sod 7 2 ss ss 
wwe 


DNHNNHNNNHNNHNL 


Amount 
$5, 522 


12 


I SIRI... 21000, «as. scsentndi bs ineadibeny eyes eriia bases tlebaaemanbhindin® 0 0 





PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING &. 57 425 


TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


JANUARY TO JUNE 1955 


{Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) | 
or State Bond Bonds Interest | Term 
and local Institution award awarded rate (years) 
govern- date 
ment (S) 


as 


| 
| 


Brandeis: University... ...::------------------.- | May 2| 
St. Bonaventure University 
Alfred University . 28 | 


DO EE ich cnncece cseccesncss] June 

Briar Cliff Junior College. -- Mar. 16 | 

University of Maryland 

DUNS TIMIVOTENG . 6 6056-6<0-0-<- 20-55-55 

Dickinson College 

Morris Harvey 

Campbell College 

Butler University 

Luther College_- 

Ashland College 

| Muskingum College. | Apr. 20 | 

| Augustana College ‘ Jan. 6 

Carroll College | Feb. 10 

Hendrix College____ 5 Apr. 19 

| St. Louis University - -- | May 19 
Abilene Christian College-----.-.~------ May 30 
Whittier College . mM 4 

| Howard Payne College | Jan. 21 





| SS Seeeg¢eseseses | 
eielleieateiat eat tetaatatatalstaten 


Lamar State College of Technology Z Mar. 7 





Number Amount 
Private Itions.... «200s einen. ieee ad as _ 20 $13, 760 


Public institutions_.-......----- RELA nist phabeton sia erspebleeninalgiendnandedive 2 1, 818 


nt sc iy encode a Se lp en et ha 22 15, 578 


JULY TO DECEMBER 1954 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) 
or State Bond ym Interest Term 
and local Institution award awarde: rate years 
govern- date 
ment (S) 


Clarkson College of Technology ------ : e. 2 1, 150 : 40 
Villanova College — p 40) 
Allegheny College 40 
Juniata College * 40 
John B. Stetson University 40 
Emory University 40 
| _— ersity of Kentucky- 40 
Joseph’s College wae 40 
Gust wus Adolphus wines ae 40) 
Findlay C ollege__ Be 40 
Heidelberg College_ 4() 
Jobn Carroll College. ---...------- 40 
Oberlin College ad ‘ ‘ 40 
Henderson State Teachers College 40 
Ottawa ee: Site Lssees 40 
Reed College -- Se doh secs 
University of Utah-- eee 
Pacifie Lutheran College- 


40 
40) 
40 


NNCONKHWONNAWO&&S& 
os ae tut - a it 


40 
40 


Southern College of Utah__-_- 
...------| University of Idaho- -- 
| 





Number Amount 


Private institutions. -_--_-- oe on ea Suioe hit ee 15 $9, 643 
Public institutions... ---- reist tate aeons oan sii 5 2, 655 


20 12, 298 
43777—59——28 





426 PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 


TABLE IV.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHFA— 
Continued 


JANUARY TO JUNE 1954 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) | 
or State Bond | Bonds Interest 
and local Institution award awarded rate 
govern- date 
ment (S) 





St. Lawrence University 
American University. May 
Spring Hill College Feb. 


University of Miami : Mar. 
University of Florida. ; stacccd Mes 
Illinois Institute of Technology Jan. 
North Central College ...do 
Loyola University Mar. 
Indiana University June 
Drake University Mar. 
Simpson College June 
University of Detroit June 
Antioch College E June 
Xavier University June 
| Ohio Wesleyan University Feb. 
Colorado A. & M. College Mar. 
Western State College__ Feb. 
Trinity University : Feb. 


rd “I 


ww 


125 
01 
01 
01 
01 40 
50 | 
125 40) 
ol 40 
01 | 40 
ol | 40 
50 

ol | 40 
01 | 40 


Number Amount 
Private institutions. _- J J : 19 $15, 068 
Public institutions Z a 9 6, 519 


woe 


| Lamar State College of Technology Feb. 
| Arizona State College _- June 
University of Arizona Feb. 
Menlo College * Apr. 





| Montana State University Mar. 
Lewis and Clark College Mar. 
Seattle University deci | Mar. ¢ 
Gonzaga University Apr. 








| Seattle Pacific College _...| June 
Branch Agricultural C ollege etek. awe Mar. 2 


a 





Total . Ss 2. 587 
JULY TO DECEMBER, 1953 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) 
or State | Bond Bonds | Interest | Term 
and local | Institution award awarded | rate (years 
govern- } ate | | 
ment (8S) | 





Syracuse University. 
Johns Hopkins Unive orsity - 
Florida A. & M. College 
Emory University ; —oee saniondl 
| University of Kentucky._..------ aa 
Illinois College__. tlintiats sedeniaes 
Anderson College & Theological Seminary 
| Iowa Wesleyan College 
Ouachita B: a College 
Arkansas State A. & M. College-_- 
Colorado School ‘ot Mines_.- 
University of Colorado. : 
Colorado A. & M. College___- 
Colorado Colleg« 
University of Color: ado. 
Tulane University 
Centinary College of Louisiana... _- 
Baylor University 
Hardin-Simmons University. -_..- 


So 


Met et eed ed 


Ka RR TN 


ee 


bet ee ee et OD 


~ wow 


— 


~ 


...--| College of Puget Sound 

Number Amount 
Private institutions 13 $10,818 
Public institutions 7 6, 716 


ERT a eRe Rav Ne oa eee eee CE ee ae ee EE Ce a 20 =17, 534 











{_— 


rm 
ars) 





nount 
15, 068 
6, 519 


21, 587 


‘erm 
rears) 


40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40) 
40 
40 
40 


40 





mount 


$10, 818 
6, 716 


17, 534 
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TABLE 1V.—College housing program, individual bond issues awarded to HHF A— 
Continued 


JANUARY TO JUNE 1953 





[Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Private (P) 

















| 
1 i 
or State Bond Bonds Interest 
and local Institution award awarded rate 
govern- | date 
ment (8) 
| 
Oe Ce ke. eueeoanebedan anaes .....| May 14 $1, 065 | 2.75 40 
P______._...} Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute____.._____-_- 14 2, 880 2.75 40) 
tae La Salle College........------ bike = cduvstiascue iy me 400 | 2.75 | 25 
Ee ee eee ees 775. | 2.75 20 
So eee Medical Colege of South Carolina___.__.__._-- Feb. 18 1, 000 3.01 40 
Butler University------- fotahgiiibatoanenscard May 20 890 3.01 | 40 
EES Morningside College ss Gisela oe 475 2.75 | 40 
P...........| University of Dayton. ----..-.-- aihodeeaaesae Apr. 28 1, 320 3.01 | 40 
Re ee ee Baylor University -- at es .-| June 17 1, 250 | 3.01 40) 
P cacenanpel (EE RURaiccnccnnncns : seca 25 385 3.01 40 














Amount 


ial pases pase De wh celtic grax etenlltdras ets inte hneee ccna ati es tn pos ge beta tania tear 9 $9, 440 
scilekeisiabieddescisaaiiataisl Slatted latiaribcsi es hen ee ingelbllta tical sigh Gi st inate aac gouiicisaiin cx tidinnigin 1 1, 000 


Private institutions. - -- 
Public institutions 















SOK eRe ehansessnasheradadnenssensaeenstDamTernccnnssnadascceeshase = ) 10, 440 
JULY TO DECEMBER 1952 


{Dollar amounts in thousands] 









Private (P) 







or State Bond Bonds Interest Term 
and local Institution | award awarded rate years) 
govern- date 


ment (S) 





















isis Marion Institute ‘ | Nov. 20 | : 
P _....-| Illinois Institute of Technology---..--.----.---- | August..| 1, 045 2.75 40 
S_..........| Southern Illinois University sa a hoses me 1, 100 3.01 40 
P__.........| Marquette University Asatte eS I. at 1, 000 2.75 1 
a St. Louis University. - - P niente ee 712 | 2.75 35 
Wii cncetieuatn | Central Missouri State College___---_-- soma aa at 900 | 2.75 20 
Bie St. Mary’s University es See Se eS Nov. 6] 400 | 2.75 | 40 
ee on cual RENT TOE WU PUNRIIIID oo i cctecenmarnwasinn | Sept. 16 1, 500 | 2.75 40 








Amount 
Private institutions. -_- . = 5 $3, 307 
I nei a orl eee ALON Ore ede ianbbeibasnnswandiemabe 3 3, 500 









bitin oa was shee iReesarsite cals dieing tei al nase wie aed aati haan ein ene sa ert eens 3 6, 807 





Total 








JANUARY TO JUNE 1952 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 
















Private (P) | | Bond 

or State and Institutions award Bonds Interest Tern 

local govern- date awarded rate years 
ment (S) 



























Penaeus | Norwich University-~--- ; May 18 | $340 2. 75 25 
S : University of Florida____ Mar. 28 1,776 2.75 i“) 
ee ee .| Knox College | Apr. 5 426) 2. 75 40) 
Ss .....--| University of Wichita_- June 2 ». 75 
S.........-.| Montana State University- .- siete 5 June 3 


| 








Private institutions. 
Public institutions... 





Tete... 
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INTEREST RaTE Data, CoLLeEGE Housrne Loans 


1. Current capital market, as of mid-July 1959. 
(a) If a State university were to sell 40-year tax-exempt bonds, it would 
have to pay an interest rate of about 4% percent. 
(b) If a private college were to sell 40-year taxable bonds, it would have 
to pay an interest rate of about 5% percent. 
2. The current college housing interest rate, applicable to fiscal year 1960, is 
84% percent. 


Senator Sparkman. The committee will stand in recess until 10 
o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to be 
reconvened at 10 a.m., Wed esday, July 29, 1959.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 29, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON HovusiINe, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, in room 5302, New Senate 
Office Building, at 10:05 a.m., Senator John J. Sparkman (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Sparkman, Douglas, Clark, Williams, Capehar*, 
and Bush. 

Also present: Senator McNamara, Congressman Judd. 

Senator SparKMAN. Let the subcommittee come to order, please. 

We are glad to see so many Senators present. Others have indi- 
cated they “will be here a little later, but I think we had better get 
started. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, could I take about 30 seconds before 
we start ? 

Senator SparKMAN. All right, Senator Clark. 

Senator CrarK. I make this statement in view of the presence of 
the Senator from Connecticut. The Senator will recall that in a state- 
ment before the subcommittee several days ago he called upon me to 
produce some evidence that Philadelphia was going to be able to use 
the public housing units which had been allocated to it. Unfor- 
tunately, the Senator was not here yesterday when I put in the record 
a statement which does just that. (See p. 294.) 

I have a further brief statement from William L. Rafsky, develop- 
ment coordinator of the city of Philadelphia, which I would like to 
read in the record now. It will take me about 30 seconds. 

Senator SparKMAN. Go right ahead. 

Senator CLark (reading) : 

We see evidence of the need for additional public housing constantly as our 
renewal program progresses and displaces additional groups of people. So we 
are continuing to make every effort to utilize all the public housing units avail- 
able to Philadelphia. We have been greatly hampered in doing so by the tight 
restrictions which have gradually accumulated over the years since the public 
housing program was started. However, we have recently been permitted by the 
Federal Government to try out some new approaches—such as developing units 
of a type more akin to private building in Philadelphia and rehabilitating exist- 
ing dwellings for use as public housing. In addition, the Public Housing Admin- 
istration is now committed to a greater decentralization of the program. With 
these new developments, and barring unforeseen | circumstance es, I fully expect 


that we will be able to use all of the remaining 2,330 units allocated to Phila- 
delphia within the coming 12 months. 


$29 
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This statement buttresses the statement I put in the record yester- 
day which gives pertinent statistics. I thank the chairman. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busn. I ask the consent of the chairman to have inserted 
in the record a statement which is in the magazine State Government. 
This is by M. Carter McFarland. He is Director of thé Division of 
Economics and Program Studies, Office of the Administrator, Federal 
Housing and Home ‘Finance Agency. 

The title of the article is “Urban Renewal: An Opportunity for the 
States.” He goes into quite an interesting discussion of the necessity 
of the States taking more interest in this whole program. I am sure 
my friend from Pennsylvania would be glad to know that he is quite 
complimentary about Pennsylvania in connection with this article. 

I think it would be helpful if this were inserted in the record. 

Senator Crark. I am sure it is complimentary about Connecticut, 
too. It ought to be, because you have done a good job. 

Senator Busn. Ina secondary way. 

Senator SparKMAN. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The document referred to follows :) 
















[Present and potential State functions in urban renewal have been receiving 
increased study and attention among the States recently. Mr. McFarland, who 
deals with the subject in this article, is Director of the Division of Economics 
and Program Studies, Office of the Administrator, Federal Housing and Home 
Finance Agency. After summarizing the purposes of urban renewal, and action 


in it to date, he offers here a series of suggested lines of action for consideration 
in the States.] 








URBAN RENEWAL: AN OPPORTUNITY FOR THE STATES 


(By M. Carter McFarland’) 


The term “urban renewal” is just 5 years old. Before that we had “slum 
clearance and redevelopment,” “neighborhood rehabilitation,” “city growth and 
development”—but there was no talk of urban renewal. The words were chosen 
by President Eisenhower’s Advisory Committee on Housing Policies and Pro- 
grams and the term was officially coined by the Congress in the Housing Act of 
1954. That urban renewal has gained such wide currency in so short a time 
reflects not only the felicity of the phrase but also the validity and vitality of 
the idea it represents. 




















THE FEDERAL URBAN RENEWAL PROGRAM 


Technically, urban renewal is an expression used to identify the Federal pro- 
gram contained in the Housing Act of 1954 for the prevention and elimination 
of urban slums. This significant piece of legislation greatly broadened and 
extended the earlier program of slum clearance and redevelopment which had 
been launched by the Federal Government in 1949. 

The earlier Federal program dealing with slum clearance had authorized Fed- 
eral grants for two-thirds of the net cost to the locality of assembling slum areas 
as well as replanning, clearing, and preparing them for sale to redevelopers at 
their fair market value. The urban renewal legislation of 1954 retained these 
provisions but added some significant new Federal tools as well as some equally 
significant new conceptions. 

The new tools included special, liberal programs of mortgages insured by the 
Federal Housing Administration to finance private construction of redevelop- 
ment housing, private rehabilitation of individual dwellings in rehabilitation 
areas, and private construction and rehabilitation of low cost housing for fami- 
lies displaced by urban renewal activities. They also included extension of 











1 The views expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily represent the official 
position of the Housing and Home Finance Agency. 
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Federal grants to cover the planning and execution of urban renewal projects 
involving neighborhood rehabilitation; grants for urban renewal demonstration 
projects; Federal matching grants to finance planning in small communities and 
metropolitan areas; as well as the requirement that a community must have a 
“workable program” for carrying out its responsibilities for a comprehensive 
attack on slums before it may receive any of the various Federal aids for this 
purpose. 

The new concept behind the urban renewal legislation was its emphasis on the 
need for a comprehensive and continuous attack on the causes as well as the con- 
sequences of urban decay. The 1954 legislation continued Federal financial 
assistance to localities for applying the surgery of clearance to blighted areas 
which had reached the point where such drastic and expensive treatment was 
essential. However, it added and stressed neighborhood conservation and reha- 
bilitation as the preventive medicine needed to get at the causes of urban decay. 
The real significance of the term urban renewal, then, is that it contemplates and 
provides Federal assistance for a comprehensive, many-sided local program 
aimed at prevention as well as elimination of slums and blight. 


A RESPONSE TO THE URBAN CRISIS 


These are the specifics of urban renewal. In a broader sense, the compre- 
hensive approach to urban decay embodied in the Housing Act of 1954 can 
be viewed as a Federal response to the rapidly mounting urban crisis. It reflects 
a recognition that the decay and obsolescence of our urban centers are a grave 
national problem. Paradoxically, widespread urban decay is accompanied by 
unprecedented urban growth. Indeed, we are fast becoming an urbanized nation. 
In 1850, 15 percent of our population lived in urban areas. By 1900 the percent- 
age had increase to 40 percent, and by 1950 to 65 percent. The forecasters agree 
that a population increase of 50 million expected during the next 15 years will 
occur almost entirely in urban-metropolitan concentrations. This rising wave 
of urban population threatens to engulf cities already stagnant, obsolete, and 
decayed. The consequences foreseen, without remedial measures, are congestion, 
fast spreading home and business slums, inadequate and overcrowded public 
facilities, and the unplanned flight of business and homes to the suburbs—where 
congestion, shortages and general urban disarray are too frequently repeated all 
over again. 

The erosion of our urban areas has grave human as well as economic implica- 
tions. Our 168 metropolitan areas now contain about two-thirds of the coun- 
try’s population and produce about 90 percent of our national income. The 
city has increasingly become the physical organism through which Americans 
make their living and in which they seek their personal, social, and cultural 
satisfactions. As a Nation, we canot afford to let our urban centers fall further 
into disrepair and decay. 


WHAT THE CITIES ARE DOING 


Many cities, towns, and villages are aware of the trouble in their midst and 
are displaying determination to do something about it. As of December 31, 1958, 
386 cities in 40 States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico had 
underway 648 federally assisted urban renewal projects. The estimated Fed- 
eral and local cost of these projects amounted to approximately $1.8 billion. A 
total of 735 localities had taken steps to mobilize their local resources (through 
planning, the establishment and enforcement of housing standards, neighborhood 
analysis, relocation programs, and the like) to combat urban decay, and had 
received Federal approval of their workable programs. A total of 856 small 
communities had received approval for Federal assistance for general planning 
through State planning agencies, and 70 Federal grants had been made to 
metropolitan and urban planning agencies. 

These figures, impressive as they are, scarcely represent an adequate reflec- 
tion of the thought and energy that are being applied to the renewal and re- 
fashioning of America’s urban areas. The zeal for urban renewal is not confined 
to mayors and city officials. Indeed, the fact that urban renewal has been an 
important plank in the platform of many a successful local candidate for office 
suggests the breadth of interest the movement for better cities has generated. 
A wide variety of citizens and professional organizations are throwing their 
Support and energies behind it. In many places business and industrial leaders 
have placed themselves in the forefront of the effort to do something about our 
city and its problems. This has frequently resulted in important urban renewal 
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activities without benefit of Federal aid. The Golden Triangle project in down- 
town Pittsburgh is a splendid example of urban renewal stimulated, guided, and 
supported by local business leaders. The merchants and business leaders of 
Baltimore also are planning an ambitious facelifting of that city’s core without 
Federal assistance. Civie leaders of Cleveland, Detroit, and other cities have 
created nonprotit foundations to give leadership and financial support to urban 
renewal activities. 
CURRENT STATE ACTION 


In the face of this groundswell of concern with the vexing urban problems 
which Luther Gulick has called the growing pains of the new metropolitan age, 
students of the matter are increasingly asked: What are the States doing? 
What contribution are they making to the solution of what many have called the 
greatest domestic problem the country will face during the next 20 years? 

With some exceptions, the response of the States to the urban renewal chal- 
lenge has been passive rather than active. It has consisted largely of the 
passage of enabling legislation. Forty-five States have passed legislation au- 
thorizing their communities to participate in federally assisted redevelopment 
activities. Thirty-seven have adopted laws sufficiently broad to permit local 
units to carry on the more comprehensive urban renewal program. 

Although few, the exceptions, however, are notable. Connecticut, Illinois, 
and Pennsylvania have provided State funds to assist communities in financing 
the local share of federally assisted urban renewal projects. The voters of 
New York recently empowered the legislature to provide $25 million for the same 
purpose. In addition, some States are providing technical assistance to com- 
munities in the preparation of urban renewal plans. And at least half of the 
States have participated in the program of planning assistance to communities 
under the provisions of the Housing Act of 1954. Some States have matched 
Federal funds for this purpose; others have-joined with localities in contributing 
the non-Federal share. New York, Tennessee, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rico have provided the local share of funds needed to finance urban 
renewal demonstration projects. Several States also provide financial aid for 
low-rent and middle-income housing, an activity which is directly related to 
urban renewal. 

SHOULD THE STATES DO MORE? 


Both in and out of State government, there are many who believe the States 
should participate more positively in urban renewal and urban affairs gen- 
erally. In 1955 the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, headed by 
Meyer Kestnbaum, recommended that the States play a larger role in dealing 
with housing and urban renewal problems. The Commission pointed partic 
ularly to the important role States could play in dealing with housing stand- 
ards, neighborhood conservation, and metropolitan problems. More recently, 
in 1957, the Joint Federal-State Action Committee asserted its belief that ef- 
fective action to meet the problems of slum clearance and urban renewal re 
quired increased financial and administrative participation by the States. As a 
beginning step, the Committee recommended that each State create a special 
housing and urban renewal agency and that State funds be used to finance ad- 
vance planning for federally aided urban renewal projects. In February 1958, 
at a conference on urban renewal sponsored by the National Association of 
Housing :nd Redevelopment Officials, urban renewal experts from all levels of 
government and private industry were virtually unanimous in concluding that 
the States could and should play a greater role in urban renewal. 

A variety of cogent arguments are made for greater State participation in 
the renewal of our cities. Some base the case largely on the nature of our 
Federal system and the need to strengthen it. To them the strength of the 
Federal system rests upon the practice that no responsibility should be passed 
to the next higher level of government when it can be adequately dealt with 
at a lower level. The strength of the Federal system, it is held, depends on 
strong local and State governments, vigorously exercising the respoasibilities 
for which they are peculiarly fitted. 

Other proponents of greater State participation in urban renewal base their 
argument on grounds of simple self-interest. They believe that no State can 
disassociate its future from that of its urbanized units, which by 1980 will 
probably constitute 75 percent of the country’s population. They argue that no 
State can expect to be healthier or more prosperous than the urbanized areas 
in which an increasing proportion of its citizens reside and earn their livings, 
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and from which an increasing proportion of the State’s tax revenues and eco- 
nomic productivity derive. 

There are others who rest the case on the real and unique contribution that 
the great middle level of American Government can make to the prevention 
and elimination of urban slums and blight. That States can do much is clear 
from what some of them already are doing. There are certain aspects of urban 
renewal which no level of government can do as well as the States. Broadly 
speaking, these are the functions which require more scope and resources than 
local governments can summon and greater flexibility and sensitivity to special 
local or regional characteristics than the Federal Government can bring to bear. 


COURSES OPEN TO THE STATES 


In Our system, the division of duties among the various levels of government 
need never be static. The flexibility of our system, which is one of its great 
strengths, permits and encourages a continuing adjustment of governmental 
responsibilities in accordance with the needs and resources of the various levels 
and the demands of particular programs. Most students of the problem believe 
the States should develop additional and different tools for the renewal of our 
cities—tools which will complement and support the actions of other levels of 
government rather than replace them. The job is certainly vast enough to chal- 
lenge the resources of all levels of government. Few would be presumptuous 
enough to attempt to set forth in dogmatic detail what part the States should 
play. The final answers must come from the application of energy, imagination, 
and resourcefulness, and must be tested by trial and error. 

Meantime, there is every reason to believe that a growing number of States are 
alert to the problems and challenges of urbanism and are anxious to reassess 
their roles in dealing with them. The following catalog of possible State func- 
tions in urban renewal may serve to assist in this process. 

1. Create a State agency for urban renewal.—As the Joint Federal-State 
Action Committee has noted, creation of an agency of State government with 
responsibility for urban renewal is a logical first step. Without an organi- 
zational focus on the problem and the knowledge that a technical staff can 
provide, a State can expect to accomplish little. Only by becoming familiar with 
the urban renewal process and the problems of its local units can it hope to 
identify the ways in which it is best equipped to contribute to the total effort. 
A few States already have such agencies. At the minimum, such an Agency 
could acquaint itself with the various Federal aids to urban renewal and serve 
as a catalyst and coordinator in interpreting these programs to its local units. 
Many believe that the State’s interest in urban renewal should be expressed 
through a department of urban affairs which would bring into focus all State 
activities affecting local governments. The particular character and organiza- 
tional placement which the activities in question should have are matters each 
State can best work out for itself. There seems to be little question, however, 
that this is the logical way to. begin. 

2. Review and perfect enabling legislation—Although most States have some 
form of legislation authorizing localities to participate in the Federal urban 
renewal program, much of such legislation is not as carefully developed or as 
comprehensive as it might be. Enabling legislation should include effective 
authority for planning, acquisition, relocation, clearance, redevelopment, re- 
habilitation, and the many other facets of a comprehensive urban renewal 
program. I would suggest it should also include authorization to participate 
in the planning assistance program authorized by section 701 of the Housing 
Act of 1954. Provision of such legislation is an essential function of the States. 
If they fail to act adequately here, urban renewal programs are hampered or 
cannot proceed at all. Truly comprehensive enabling legislation should be more 
than a mere authorization to localities to carry out functions for which Federal 
aid is available. It should also authorize types of commercial and industrial 
renewal not presently eligible for Federal aid. 

3. Provide leadership and technical assistance to localities —There are vari- 
ous types of technical assistance which localities need and which the States could 
provide for urban renewal. State technicians could advise and assist them in 
developing and carrying out urban renewal programs and in making proper 
use of the Federal aids available. Many smaller cities, towns, and villages 
cannot afford to hire the technically qualified personnel they need to plan and 
carry out these programs. For very small communities there is no reason why 
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the States should not carry out all of the functions normally undertaken by local 
urban renewal authorities. This is already being donein Alaska. An interesting 
and successful prototype of this relationship among Federal, State, and local 
governments has already been established in connection with the program of 
matching grants for small city and metropolitan planning authorized by section 
7O1L of the Housing Act of 1954. The States participating in this program are 
providing technical planning assistance to small communities either through 
States planning staffs or private planning firms and consultants. 

Former New York State Housing Commissioner Joseph P. McMurray recently 
proposed another form of State leadership and technical assistance. “It’s about 
time,” he said, “that we started to get down to specifics to decide what sub- 
standard units in our communities should be cleared out in the next 3, 6, 10 
vears. We ought to know what areas, specifically, can be rehabilitated, and 
where our housing codes can realistically and fairly be enforced.” Commis- 
sioner McMurray suggested that each State provide the leadership and technical 
skill to get such a survey started with the objective of developing, for the first 
time, a true measure of what the urban renewal job is, State by State. 

State technical staff could also aid urban renewal by providing assistance and 
advice to localities in the development and execution of workable programs—the 
localities’ own plans for mobilizing their resources for a comprehensive and con- 
tinuous attack on blight and its causes. 

A number of observers have pointed out that State-assisted public works, 
roads, schools, parks, hospitals, and other public facilities could profitably be 
coordinated with local urban renewal programs. The construction of such facili- 
ties in concert with local renewal planning can frequently provide the primary 
thrust around which the renewal of an entire neighborhood can be accomplished. 
In addition, proper timing of State-assisted public works can help localities meet 
the local share of urban renewal costs. 

j. Assist localities in developing and enforcing housing standards.—As we 
have seen, a significant aspect of urban renewal’s more comprehensive approach 
to city blight is its emphasis on slum prevention through neighborhood conserva- 
tion and rehabilitation. In this facet, the development and enforcement of 
adequate housing standards plays an essential role. As the Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations observed in 1955: “The shocking neglect of many 
municipal governments in failing to enforce and modernize existing housing and 
building codes has done much to bring about widespread conditions of urban 
blight and has resulted in governmental subsidies on an increasing scale.” 
Housing standards are a special and exclusive responsibility of State and 
municipal government. States could study local housing code problems, develop 
model standards best suited to a given State’s particular conditions, and provide 
leadership and technical assistance to localities in their adoption and enforce- 
ment. With the assistance of Federal funds under the urban renewal demon- 
stration grant program, the State of New York recently completed an extensive 
study of housing codes which it proposes to use as a basis for a program of 
leadership and technical guidance to its localities. 

5. Provide financial assistance to localities—Many believe that in the final 
analysis the commitment of the States to urban renewal must be judged by their 
willingness to put up money for this purpose. State financial assistance to it can 
be applied in a variety of ways, and a few States are already doing so. 

States, for example, can provide funds to assist localities to defray the local 
share of the cost of projects carried out under the Federal urban renewal legis 
lation. Pennsylvania and Connecticut now contribute one-half of the local share 
of federally assisted projects, and New York recently has approved a referendum 
authorizing the same thing. 

States also could provide financial assistance to localities for carrying out 
types of urban renewal which are ineligible for Federal aid, in order to make 
possible local activities on such problems as commercial and industrial blight. 
In many communities commercial and industrial blight is as widespread and 
disastrous as residential blight. Since States have a vital stake in the reten- 
tion and attraction of industry, the financing of nonresidential renewal would 
appear to be a logical step for them to take. Connecticut recently has passed 
legislation of this nature. 

States moreover, could provide financial assistance, as a number have already 
done, to publicly or privately constructed housing for redevelopment or reloca- 
tion purposes. 
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As another important example, States could provide funds to match Federal 
grants for urban planning assistance and urban renewal demonstrations. Many 
are doing the former ; at least three have done the latter. 

WANTED: A REAPPRAISAL 

This check list of ways in which the States might participate in urban renewal 
pretends to be neither complete nor definitive. It is intended primarily to 
furnish a starting point for consideration of the possibilities. One thing is cer- 
tain. The States will not establish their proper place in the essential job of 
renewing and refashioning their exploding urban areas by ignoring the matter. 
The age of urbanism is here. The States must face it and decide what their 
responsibilities are. 

Senator SpARKMAN. This morning the subcommittee is continuing 
hearings, which began last Thursday, on the President’s message dis- 
approving S. 57, the Housing Act of 1959. Witnesses today will be 
concerned primarily with the President’s statements regarding hous- 
ing for the elderly and his charges that the housing bill is inflationary. 

The President stated Federal loans to construct housing for elderly 
persons are unnecessary because “needs in this area can be adequately 
met by private funds invested under the protection of Federal insur- 
ance.” I believe this statement constitutes an error in judgment on the 
part of the President, or those who advised him, because, in the first 
place, “needs in this area” are not fully known and, in the second place, 
private funds can only be obtained at interest rates which result in 
rental charges too high for thousands of elderly persons. Senator 
Pat McNamara will discuss this subject this morning, and I look 
forward to the information which he will bring to this hes aring. 

The President makes a bold and unsubstantiated assertion that the 
bill “would be inflationary.” His message contains no information to 
support this assertion and no information to explain how the bill 
would “inflationary.” The only witness, to date, who has commented 
upon this portion of the President’s message was President George 
Meany of the AFL-CIO. President Meany stated ¢ categorically that 
the bill would not be inflationary and, although my mind is still open 
on the subject, I am inclined to agree with him. Today we will hear 
testimony from Mr. William McC hesney Martin, Jr., Chairman of 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, and from 
Professor Seymour Harris of Harvard University. Iam hopeful that 
both witnesses will give the subcommittee their views on the question 
of the inflationary effects, if any, of S. 57. 

We will also hear the views of Mayor Kenneth Peterson, of Minne- 
apolis, Minn., which city is now engaged in an energetic program of 
urban renewal. 

Senator McNamara, we are delighted to have you with us. If you 
will come around and give us your statement. We appreciate your 
taking the time to appear before us on this. 

Before we start, I see Congressman Judd in the audience. 

Would you like to come up ¢ rand j join us? 

Mr. Jupp. No, thank you. I am going to remain here with my peo- 
ple from my State. 

Senator Sparkman. You would rather stay with your constitu- 
ents ? 

Mr. Jupp. Yes. 
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4. If we take only those nursing homes classified as skilled homes, 
the best types of nursing homes, we are informed by the President’s 
own Secretary of He: th, Education, and Welfare that 108,000 out of 
the 221,000 beds in these homes, nearly 50 percent, are unacceptable, 
substandard, because they are in firetraps and with poor medical 
facilities. How many more deaths through dangerous fire and health 
conditions in these nursing homes must we have before something is 
done about the problem ? 

One of the experts in our first hearings commented that a Charles 
Dickens is needed to describe life in these places. 

As I said before, the President and his advisers are misinformed. 
Let me explain that a little further. I have been receiving informa- 
tion and opinions from all over the country, as chairman of the Sub- 
committee on the Aging, about the needs of the older people. A sub- 
stantial proportion of these letters, from organizations and State and 
local agencies, put a tremendous stress on housing and living 
conditions. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I should like to quote directly 
from some of the statements dealing with housing. For example, 
from the Florida Department of Public Welfare : 

The present Federal Housing Act makes only a minor contribution to the 
development of adequate housing for older persons. An extension of the act 
with better defined provisions for low-cost housing for older persons seems 
desirable. 


From the Evangelical Lutheran Church: 
A county home is a county home— 
they say 


no matter how nicely it is dressed up. It is not the best place psychologically 
for older people, and it is certainly not less expensive for the county. We must 
not go back to the old poorhouse program for our aged people. 


Maybe the poorhouse program is what the administration has in 
mind when it says that the problems should be solved at local levels. 
From the Volunteers of America: 


While Federal housing programs have made some special provisions for older 
persons, these have not been very effective in many instances. For example, 
many banks and lending agencies are reluctant to arrange long-term loans 
necessary for the construction of low-cost housing for older people. 


And here is one that hits the nail on the head, from the mayor of 
Berkeley, Calif. : 


The 1956 Federal Housing Act provided special aids for housing for the 
elderly. There are many stumbling blocks which have made it relatively in- 
effective. For example, nonprofit organizations that want to provide housing 
for the elderly of low income * * * are not given tax-exempt status. 

A local nonprofit corporation, formed for just that purpose, the Berkeley 
Senior Housing Association, has just had an unfavorable ruling from the 
Internal Revenue Service, even following a protest delivered in Washington 
by its representatives. It is understood that there is a large backlog of such 
applications, from nonprofit housing groups, before the Internal Revenue 
Service. 


Congress ought to look into this stumbling block. 

The mayor’s statement was written before the veto, and it ap- 
proves of the housing bill, which would make it possible for non- 
profit groups to use “Federal aid for rental housing for the aged, 
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tainable as a loan, and because the bill also lengthens the period of 
repayment and decreases the interest rate to be paid. 

[ could continue quoting from these letters, from New York, Ore- 
gon, Illinois, from my own State of Michigan, but the message is 


the same: 


the housing problems of the older citizens of America 


have not been met. 

Every year, another third of a million people enter the so-called old 
population group; that is 65 or older. In 1900 we had 3 million of 
these people. Now we have 15 million. By 1975 we will have more 
than 21 million over 65. Every year we witness an increase in the 
number of such citizens faced with finding or maintaining decent 
living conditions on drastically reduced incomes. 

Must we, the Congress and the Nation, continue to face an ad- 
ministration that places an artificial worry about dollars and cents 
on a pedestal above the real needs of human beings? I hope not. 

In conclusion, I would like to suggest a number of proposals for 
consideration in the development of a sound program to meet the 
housing needs of the elderly. 

1. Immediate enactment of the minimum program contained in the 
bill vetoed by the President. 

An increase, at the first opportunity, of the authorization for 
the direct loan program to at least $100 million. 

. Development of Federal-State standards for nursing homes; 
sti andi ards to be met as a condition of Federal aid. 

4. Special recognition, perhaps through additional aid, in urban 
renewal programs to cities providing land and/or proportions of 
private building projects for nonprofit housing for the aged. 

). An assistance program, perhaps using the framework of the 
FHA, aimed at the rehabilitation of homes owned by elderly persons 
with limited financial resources. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you again for the opportunity of 
appearing before your committee this morning. 


Senator 


SparKMAN. Thank you, Senator McNamara. You have 


given us a very interesting and helpful presentation growing out, in 
large part, at least, of the hearings the subcommittee under your 
chairmanship was conduct ing. 

Are you familiar with the report that this subcommittee issued in 
May 1956, called housing for the aged ? 

Senator McNamara. I know of it. I know that we have had many 
references to it in our heari ings. 

Senator SparKMAN. If you just know of it and do not know it, I 
want to give you a copy before you leave here. 

Senator McNamara. I will be happy to have another copy. 

Senator SPARKMAN. I think you will find it quite helpful and very 
much along the lines of your own findings. So far as I know, it was 
the first study that was made of the problem of housing for the aged. 
Asa result of this study we started probing methods that we thought 
might be helpful. We enacted the present FHA law dealing with it, 
which you say, and which we recognize, as not being sufficient. As 
a matter of fact, in the Housing Act of 1958, which never did become 


law, we provided some relief for aged persons greater than what is 
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in the present law. Then in the bill which the President vetoed we 
went much further, as you know, in supplying relief for the aged. 

By the way, I notice one of your recommendations deals with nurs- 
ing homes. You bring out some very pertinent facts. You know 
that the bill that was vetoed had a provision in it for a program for 
nursing homes. 

Senator McNamara. That is right. 

Senator SparKMAN. Have you examined that bill with reference 
to the Federal-State standards to make these homes safe and sanitary 
and proper ¢ 

Senator McNamara. No; I cannot say that I have examined it in 
such detail, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. I was just going to ask you for your comment 
on it, because we did write a provision into that bill requiring proper 
certification dealing with State standards. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Spector is handling that portion of the 
program for the subcommittee, and I ask him if he has any comment 
on the question raised by the chairman. Mr. Spector. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes, Mr. Spector, we are glad to have you. 

Mr. Srecror. I am not an expert on the provision, but dealing with 
the standard on nursing homes, I know there are standards in the 
bill which eall for cooperation between the Public Health Service and 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency in development of standards 
for nursing homes and further cooperation with States in the develop- 
ment of such standards. The main point is that standards are neces- 
sary to make nursing homes in this country places in which people can 
be rehabilitated rather than to end their years in one of these facilities, 

Senator Sparkman. I think you might be interested in my giving 
you my reaction when these gentlemen first came to me to see about 
including nursing homes in the housing bill. I told them that they 
ought to go tothe Labor and Public Welfare Committee, that I thought 
it really belonged there. But the further they went, the more con- 
vinced I became that it really belonged in a housing bill. Because, 
after all, there are some 200,000 to 250,000 people living at all times, 
and many of them overa period of many years, in those nursing homes, 
and many of them, as we know, have been firetraps. 

[ will say we had some difficulty in working out this formula of 
standards. Senator Capehart, who was a strong supporter of this 
provision, will remember that he offered, as I recall, the amendment 
which finally was written into our bill. Of course, there was further 
change in the conference committee. I would be glad if you would 
examine that both with reference to the housing provisions that we 
have for aged. Apparently, you have done that, because you have 
commented on it. And also the provision we have for nursing homes. 
By the w: y, We gave them exactly what they asked for, and I believe 
it is well to bear in mind that this’ program was recommended not only 
by the American Nursing Home Association but also by the American 
Hospital Association and the American Medical Association. So it 
had very wide support by those people who were interested in such 
problems and saw the need for something to be done. But I would 
be glad if you would examine it with reference to that formula on 
sti ndards, because we did have some difficulty with it. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, we certainly will. 
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Senator Caprnart. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Senator Capehart. 

Senator Capenarr. I want to say that I know of nothing that needs 
as much attention from the Federal Government and the States and 
the cities, as much help, as do nursing homes throughout this Nation. 
We must do something for them and give them some kind of 
help. They are increasing in number every day. In my opinion 
they are not properly supervised. The fac ilities are very, very bad. 
1 hi id occasion to be in a few of them not long ago. The patients 
were in old, dilapidated homes, getting as fine care as the people who 
operated the homes could give them with the conditions under which 
they were required to wor k and the physical properties they had. I 
know of no one single thing that, in my opinion, needs as much and 
as immediate attention as do nursing homes in the United States. 

Senator McNamara. We agree with you that this is a very impor- 

tant part of this legislation that you are now reconsidering, and we 
hope that you will ‘do no less for housing for the aged than the sec- 
tion on nursing homes you included in the ‘original bill. 

Senator SPaRKMAN, I may say in that connection we have a rather 
extensive checklist showing the different items contained in this bill, 
and as I recall, in connection with the nursing homes legislation, 
Mr. Mason and the housing people were perfectly agreeable to the 
program we have proposed. 

Senator McNamara. That is encouraging. 

Senator SPARKMAN. So that is not a point at issue. 

By the way, one of the members of the staff calls my attention to 
the fact that. this copy of “Housing for the Aged” is really the second 
edition, and I note from the letter of transmittal it was dated Janu- 
ary 4,1956. So it is almost 4 years ago. 

‘Will you give this to Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. We want that copy, too, but we have it al- 
ready, you can be sure. 

Senator SparKMAN. I would like you to have it personally with 
compliments of our subcommittee. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

Senator Busa. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Will you wait just a minute? I know you 
have to go. 

Senator McNamara. We have all the time we need. 

Senator Busu. I thought it would be interesting to observe that in 
the bill, S. 2378, which was introduced by my self and Senator Bennett 
and Senator Dirksen, the provisions of S. 57 regarding nursing homes 
are included. 

Senator SparkMaANn. And Mr. Mason agreed to it. 

Senator Bus. And he has approved of those provisions. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is right. So it is not in issue. 

Senator Busu. So it is not in dispute as far as I can see. 

ponebor McNamara. Right. 

Senator Busn. In the committee. 

Senator McNamara. We are concerned with that, and we hope it 

will remain in your new legislation that you propose. 
Senator Sparkman. I think we all assure you that it will. 
Any questions ? 


7T7—50—— 
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Senator Busy. I have just one question, Mr. Chairman. I was 
interested in his statement, but I did not realize he was chairman of 
this important subcommittee. 

You quoted some statistics available to the committee about the 
number of elderly, and so forth. Do you have any facts as to how 
many of these elderly citizens are without homes as against those 
that are with homes? Have you been able to analyze that ? 

Senator McNamara. When you say “without homes,” certainly, 
they are all housed in some manner. The point I make is that too 
many of them wind up in the worst slum areas of our cities, and they 
are poorly housed, not only in big cities, but smaller communities, as 
pointed out by Senator Clark, and where they are subjected to all 
sorts of health hazards. One of the most important health considera- 
tions is mental health. When you take an elderly person and put him 
into these slum areas, it is just the worst possible environment for 
him from the standpoint of mental health. And the housing that 
they have does not provide anything like the acceptable minimum 
standards of sanitary conditions. This is just the worst place you 
can put these people. 

You ask me how many. Well, there could be only an estimate, but 
you know very well that these people usually go to our large cities 
because of their lack of income. 

Senator Busu. I am familiar with the problem, and I am very 
sympathetic with it, and I am glad the Senator is interested in it. 
I just asked for the benefit of the record whether you had any specific 
facts that would be helpful to us in framing this legislation. 

Senator McNamara. We have many st atements, but we do not have 
specific figures. 


Senator Busx. I suppose that the census which will be taken next 
year should develop facts along that line, do you not ? 
Senator McNamara. Yes, I think it will be eer but I do not 


think the census will make a division between substandard and ac- 
ceptable standards in housing, generally speaking. I do not think 
the census will go that far. 

Senator BusH. Simply by way of suggestion, I would suggest that 
it might be appropriate for your committee to discuss this issue with 
the census people and tell them you would certainly welcome, on 
behalf of the Senate, as much information as they could give you 
that will develop the relative need of the elderly group in respect to 
housing. 

Senator McNamara. Senator, I think that is a fine suggestion. I 
will instruct the subcommittee to do it, because it might not be help- 
ful only to us, but helpful to the White House Conference that is com- 
ing up early in 1961 on problems of the aged and the aging. 

‘Senator Busu. One thing. Iwasa little surprised at ‘the statement 
about the nonprofit corporation formed for the purpose of helping 
the elderly housing program had an unfavorable ruling from the 
Internal Revenue Service even following a protest delivered in Wash- 
ington by its representatives. 

Senator McNamara. This was made by the mayor of Berkeley, 
Calif. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 
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Ss. 
Senator McNamara. And he went on to state that there are many 
other applications from similar groups pending before the Internal 
Revenue Department who were treated similarly. I think we ought 
to look into that. 

Senator Busu. The Senator has said we should. The question is 
whether his committee is going to do it or whether we should. 

Senator SparKMAN. I think it is a problem for the Finance Com- 
mittee. 

Senator McNamara, At least Congress should do it. 

Senator Busy. I would say it should be in Banking and Currency 
in the housing aspect of it. 

Senator SPARKMAN, I want to ask how recent was the experience 
of the mayor of Berkeley. 

Senator McNamara. This is an indication, Senator, not an experi- 
ence. 

Senator SparKMAN. I wonder if there would be any difference in 
one being built by a nonprofit corporation and one being built under 
the auspices of a church. I have just dealt with the Internal Revenue 
Service regarding a church home for old people down in my State. 
Iam not prepared to tell you exactly, but we got a favorable decision, 
whatever the question was. I will be glad to look into that. 

Senator McNamara. I think we are looking into it, and this com- 
munication was only 2 or 3 weeks old; it was not years ago, it was very 
recent. 

Senator SpARKMAN. I want to know how recent his experience was. 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Senator SpaARKMAN. Because this contact that I had with the In- 
ternal Revenue Service was just recently; it has been within the last 
month or so. I wonder to what extent it was indicated to your com- 
mittee that the churches are going into this program of homes for 
elderly persons. They are quite active in my State, particularly 
the Methodist and the Episcopal Churches. 

Senator McNamara. In our State the Presbyterian Church has got 
what they refer to as Presbyterian Village on the outskirts of Detroit. 
It isa beautiful city, and they are doing a lot of research in connection 
with the problems of the aged and the aging here. The University of 
Michigan is cooperating w ith the Presbyt terian group. Sothe churches 
are going into it extensively. C atholic groups have taken over old 
hotels and places they are using for houses. 

Senator Sparkman. Cert tainly the kind of a program we had in 
1957, at least such as we hoped to develop and such as you have recom- 
mended will give an incentive to those organizations to go into it 
further. 

Senator McNamara. Your previous action has already done this: 
encouraged people to get into these projects. 

Senator SpARKMAN. By the way, there is one other thing. Speak- 
ing of what the census might show, I suppose there would ‘be no w ay 
of : showing this, but is it ‘not true that a great many of our elderly 
peur are . living, as a matter of necessity, with children, who would 

much happier if they had homes of their own ? 

Sentor McNamara. That is certainly so, and there are grandchildren 
involved, and it is part of the problem. 


Senator SpARKMAN. It is better that they have premises of their 
own. 
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Senator McNamara. It is part of the problem, and it just shows the 
further need for housing. It is easy to say that we should leave it to 
the counties, but in the old d: ays you know what we got. We got the 
poorhouse where the old man and the old lady, after they got to the 
gate, went in different directions, one to one building and one to the 
other, when they needed their companionship more than anytime in 
their lives. No wonder they did not live long. 

Senator Sparkman. Did you ever visit a poorhouse, county home? 

Senator McNamara. Yes, I have visited them. I have been in the 
employ there. I have been in the construction of facilities in connec- 
tion with them, so I have watched them closely. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes, I have visited a good many of them. 

Senator McNamara. It was a pretty horrible experience, and it was 
only 30 years ago that this was the ony answer we had for people who, 
because of ill health and or other misfortunate, wound up in this 
situation. 

Senator Sparkman. “Over the hill.” 

Senator McNamara. I'll say. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator McNamara, we were talking about 
these standards of nursing homes. If you will get a copy of the 
Senate Document 34—that is the veto message of the President. Do 
you have it? 

Senator McNamara. Oh, yes. 

Senator Sparkman. You will find the standards laid down. 

One thing further. I said something about the old people living in 
homes of their own. This is one thing that we tried to carry out in 
our bill. There was a difference of opinion between us and the 
administration on this, but not a serious difference. That was whether 
we should have homes for elderly more or less as a colony, that is, 
100-percent occupied by elderly people, or whether we should try to 
provide those homes in among homes of other people. So we set it 
at 50 percent in our bill, that is at Jeast 50 percent of the living quarters 
had to be designed or reserved for elderly persons. 

I think you would be interested in this. In 1949 this committee 
went to Europe. We studied housing in England. We studied hous- 
ing in the Scandinavian countries ‘and in “Holland. But the first 
plac e I became impressed with this idea, in fact, the first thought I 
ever had about separate housing for elderly persons, specially designed 
and specially built, was in England near London. I saw a great hous- 
ing project going “up, and every so often you would find a home that 
was specially designed for elderly persons. It was a one-story ar- 
rangement, it was built with very few steps and with handrails in 
strategic places, and everything was arranged for the convenience of 
the elderly persons. But it was there among other homes where their 
own children and friends could be living. 

Do you agree with me that that is a good way to locate them ? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. I think many experiments in this coun- 
try are now taking place. The first one that comes to mind is in Ohio 
in the area of Cleveland where they are having 25 percent of a housing 
project reserved for the elderly. They are reserving 25 percent for 
families who have children under 5 years old, becauses they want this 
homeliness for the aged, and they find that psychologically it does 
much for the elder people. 
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Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, Senator McNamara. 
We appreciate your contribution. 

Congressman Judd, would you come around and bring your mayor 
with you? 

Weare glad to have both of you. sant 

Mr. Jupp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 1t 1s my 
pleasure to present to you the mayor of my city of Minneapolis, the 
Honorable P. Kenneth Peterson. 

Mayor Peterson has served in the legislature, and he has been very 
active in the urban renewal program, a very fine program which we 
have going along. He has seen the problem from the home-owner- 
ship side to the other extreme of public housing. Mayor Peterson 
has just been reelected, so you can be assured he represents the opinion 
of a large percentage of the people on this. He is a real authority. 

Senator SrarkMan. Thank you, Congressman Judd. 

Mayor, we are delighted to have you with us. We have your 
statement. You proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF R. KENNETH PETERSON, MAYOR, 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. Pererson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the subcom- 
mittee. I thank Congressman Judd as one of his followers who has 
had a long, close association with him. 

This morning I appreciate the opportunity afforded by your com- 
mittee to hear my comments on the legislation pending before the 
Senate. I recognize with you the many facets to such a piece of legis- 


lation, but I am sure we share together a deep interest in finding a 
basis of common understanding which will lead to a solution of one of 
the American cities’ most pressing problems. The people of Minne- 
apolis are sensitive to the needs for housing, and I am happy to say 
to you that Minneapolis is perhaps the largest home-owned city in 
America. We believe that with the assistance of the Federal Govern- 
ment we have made great strides in finding solutions to our housing 
problems, and we are resolved to continue our efforts to find a con- 
tinuing and a lasting solution to the problems of housing, particularly 
in those income groups who need that assistance in order to obtain 
adequate housing. 

The question, it seems to me, is how much, when, and how fast we 
can move toward finding the formula to meet the admitted need that 
exists in the field of housing. 

I shall address myself this morning to only a few of the considera- 
tions which are before your committee in considering this housing 
legislation. First, let me emphasize my firm conviction that there 
be enacted in this session of Congress a bill that will make possible 
the orderly attainment of our common objective. In this connection, I 
believe it is essential to emphasize the importance of long-range 
planning in order to obtain the best results from our efforts in re- 
newing and rebuilding our cities which for so long have lacked the 
attention they need in order to insure that future generations 
will inherit from us what we inherited from our forefathers May 
I say at this point, Mr. Chairman, that one reason we had had a suc- 





446 PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 


cessful urban renewal program is that we have emphasized planning 
to the extent of quadrupling our budget for that function. 

All of us know that the rapidly growing population in urban cen- 
ters is the root of our problem. I might add together with the lon- 

revity of our citizens these days. The problem is being compounded 
c the recently impending freeway programs. Every | major city in 
America, including Minneapolis, will have to come up with an an- 
swer to the displaced persons who will lose their residences. 

Happily, many of these will be able to solve their own housing prob- 
lems without any assistance from either the city, State, or the Federal 
Government. How ever, many others in the lower income brackets will 
find themselves without the necessary resources to make this adjust- 
ment and because they are losing their homes through no fault of their 
own, I believe it is incumbent on us to come up ‘with an answer to 
meet those needs. 

For Minneapolis it is estimated about 30,000 persons or about 7,500 
families will be displaced by freeways. If adequate planning had 
been commenced at the time the freeway program was adopted, it 
seems to me that a more adequate solution would be obtainable. We 
in Minneapolis took cognizance of this problem and have succeeded in 
establishing a permanent relocation agency which will do its very best 
to relocate the persons who have no means of assisting themselves. 
Included in this group, of course, are those who are elderly without 
the resources or earning power to shift completely by themselves. This 
is one area in which I believe there exists a legitimate need for ef- 
fort by the Federal Government, which, after all, has ordained the 
freeway program and would be of material assistance to this class 
of people. 

That is why I firmly believe if the Presidential veto of S. 57 were 
to result in no housing legislation at all this year, I w ould feel bound 
to say to your committee that I would consider such an impasse be- 
tween the President and the Congress to be most unfortunate for 
those deserving of our help. 

Therefore, | am happy to note from your agenda that the com- 
mittee has before it both the consideration of the vetoed Senate bill 
No. 57, as well as a new proposal which I understand is supported by 
the administration and authored by one of the members of your com- 
mittee, Senator Bush. On behalf of my own city and for the benefit 
of our country as a whole, I should like to express the hope that this 
committee, under the able leadership of your chairman, will produce 
legislation enabling us to carry forward a sound housing program. 

‘One of the controversial items before this committee relates to the 
field of public housing. Prior to the Housing Act of 1949 the city of 
Minneapolis did not have a housing authority. In our State legis- 
lature I had an early interest in the ‘Jaws under which the local hous- 
ing activities now proceed. One thousand units were placed under 
reservation to Minneapolis in 1949, and I am happy to report to you 
all but 78 of them have been built or are nearing completion, the bulk 
of the construction work having been started in 1958, which was dur- 
ing my first term as mayor. I “might say I inspected these premises. 
They do look functional, and the ‘cost of them was about $500 each. 
I think your committee will be glad to know I saw reasonably little 
filigree and adornment that sometimes go into public buildings. I 
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mention this because it goes to something I want to emphasize later, 
in the next paragraph. 

All of us should recognize that there is an area where public hous- 
ing is essential to take care of those persons who are without resources 
adequate to meet the needs of their families. This is the part I would 
like toemphasize. However, I believe it is also a fact, at least in Min- 
neapolis, that there are many occupants of public housing who could 
own their own residences if they were properly adapted to ) their needs, 

You may be interested to know Community Development, Inc., of 
Cleveland, Ohio, was the successful bidder for residential land in our 
Glenwood urban renewal project. It presently has pending before 
the Federal Housing Administration an application for 209, which 
will be two- and three-bedroom units to be developed under the section 
213 investor-sponsor cooperative program. The developer in this 
case—and, by the way, he is not moving into the low-cost field or low- 
income field, this is strictly an investment for him anticipates the 
monthly carrying charges for these units will be approximately $80 for 
two-bedroom and $90 for three-bedroom units. I believe this type of 
housing program can be a real solution to providing in effect the hous- 
ing needs for many who are now being accommodated or nearly ac- 
commodated in our public housing projects. I have observed, as I am 
sure you have, home ownership is an instinctive desire of every 
American family. 

I strongly urge, therefore, that this committee take under considera- 
tion for future legislation a program which would promote mutual 
ownership (as we call it in Minneapolis; somewhere along the line 
“cooperative” got somewhat of a bad name, so we have invented this. 
It means one and the same thing). These would be truly low-cost 
homes constructed at a price within the reach of the bulk of the 
people, instead of a system of public housing oi h may be low-rent but 
which is certainly not low-cost. No matter how humble their station, 
our people are interested in home ownership, and we would rather pay 
for and own through mutual ownership a low-cost home than live in 
a $15,000 subsidized unit at public expense. This is the average out of 
the Chicago office for public housing. 

I would like to add here as a mayor—and I know I speak for every 
mayor on this point—we are concerned with revenue as you are, and one 
of the things that appeals about this home ownership is that they 
would be taxpayers. 

It seems to me that as veterans are able to finance their housing 
needs for carrying charges of that much and sometimes less, it should 
be no more difficult or expensive for us to encourage this kind of home 
ownership among those who need it. 

I am happy to note that both S. 57 and S. 2378 have recognized 
this need to exist and have included a mortgage loan ratio which would 
be increased from 90 to 97 percent of the Teplacement cost. It is alse 
reassuring to note in both bills the provision for inclusion into these 
mutual ownership projects such community facilities as may be neces- 

sary to serve a high density population that would result from build- 
ing of such units. Your committee and Seantor Bush are to be 
commended also for provision to extend these benefits to existing 
structures. 
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I believe an effective mutual ownership or cooperative housing pro- 
gram can do much to meet the housing needs of central cities such as 
ours, but such a program will have to be actively encouraged by local 
and Federal Government and by our business and other elements in 
thecommunity. The above-mentioned provisions will do much to make 
this possible, and I heartily endorse them. 

I am an enthusiastic believer in urban redevelopment and renewal 
as a program for rebuilding and revitalizing our American cities. 
Minneapolis currently has three urban redevelopment projects under- 
way. As in the case of public housing, we have been diligent in 
prosecuting these programs. Two projects constituting about 90 
percent of the total are well along in site acquisition, site clearance, 
and disposition. The other project, amounting to about 10 percent of 
the total amount, is still in the planning stage. 

However, our emphasis in this program is upon the development 
portion. When the site acquisition and clearance have been com- 
pleted, there still remains the problem of site disposition, to be fol- 
lowed by rebuilding. It is this stage of the urban renewal program 
which we are anticipating with excitement. Until we reach this 
stage, what we are accomplishing is destruction. What we destroy, we 
plan to replace with something much better, but I believe Minneapolis 
will be best served if we do not carry forward a program for tearing 
down part of our city faster than we can execute the companion pro- 
gram of rebuilding. 

I wish to conclude my part of the statement by thanking members 
of this committee for your interest and courtesy in listening to me 
here this morning. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. It isa very fine state- 
ment. We are delighted to have it. 

Senator Capehart? 

Senator Carrenart. I do not believe I have any questions, other 
than to congratulate the mayor on his statement. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Williams? 

Senator Witt1aMs. Mayor, do you have any estimate on the Federal 
share of the public cost of the three urban renewal projects in 
Minneapolis? 

Mr. Pererson. What the Federal share is? 

Senator Wiu1aMs. Yes. 

Mr. Pererson. I would say roughly about 66 percent. 

Senator Wiu1aMs. In dollars. Do you have the dollar estimate? 

Mr. Pererson. The dollar estimate of the Federal share on the 
urban renewal we are working on currently is about $14 million. 

Senator Witt1ams. What is the population of Minneapolis? 

Mr. Prrerson. As of 8 o’clock this morning when I left it was 
559,412. 

Senator Witx1aMs. I think that is all I have. 

Senator SparkMAN. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. Just a second. 

Senator Sparkman. While he is checking on something, Mr. Mayor, 
I might ask a question. I note with interest the progress you are 
making in connection with your public housing units. You say all 
are well along toward final completion except 78? 

Mr. Pererson. That is right. 
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Senator SparKMAN. You do have some on reservation, do you? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, we do. 

Senator SparKMAN. It is 1,054? 

Mr. Pererson. I thought it was a thousand. 

Senator Sparkman. No, 1,054, according to the list we have. If 
and when those become available, is it your intention to proceed with 
them ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, but not in any wholesale manner, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparKMAN. What do you use them for, primarily? 

Mr. Prrerson. The public housing projects? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, these new units. 

Mr. Pererson. The multiunit ones—most of it is row type, four 
units to a structure, and these are one- and two-bedroom units—are 
used to accommodate the person or family where there is an income 
of, let us say, $300 and he has 7 or 8 or 9 children. It is those, really, 
for whom public housing was designed. 

Senator Sparkman. If you are allowed to proceed with the 1,054, 
which you say you will not build in a wholesale fashion, will they be 
used primarily for that, or will they be used primarily to house dis- 
placed families as a result of Federal action? 

Mr. Prererson. They, under our formula, would have a priority. 

Senator SparkMaAn. Would have priority ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. Those who qualify in that income bracket, 
you understand, who are in the path of freeways. 

Senator SparkMAN. The two go together? 

Mr. Prrerson. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. But what I am trying to get at, has that be- 
come the primary purpose for which new units now are used ? 

Mr. Pererson. No. 

Senator SparkMANn. In your city? 

Mr. Pererson. No, there has been no displacement by reason of 
freeways in our city. 

Senator Sparkman. Nor of urban renewal projects? 

Mr. Prererson. Well, yes, there were some, but they have been ab- 
sorbed in the community. 

Senator SparKMAN. In existing units? 

Mr. Prererson. That’s right. 

Senator SparKMAN. You have been quite fortunate in being able 
to absorb them. 

Mr. Prererson. They moved in with families, or large homes were 
subdivided and they were, after all, given a price for what they did 
own, so they could afford to go in and remodel a structure. I would 
like to say to you that the housing could not have been worse, so all 
of them enjoyed some improvement. | 

Senator Sparkman. By the way, you mentioned S. 2378, which is 
a bill largely approved by the administration. I call your attention 
to the fact that as explained to us, it is not the official administration 
bill, because they have not yet had clearance from the various depart- 
ments, but the administration does approve of most of it. I think 
they called our attention to three differences in the bill, three things 
they could not go along with. But I will call your attention to the 


a 


fact that S. 2378 does not provide for any public housing units. 





450 PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 


Mr. Perrerson. That does not disturb me, Senator, too much, because 
we already have a thousand which we haven’t built, and I see no need 
of our getting further reservation for houses to be built. 

Senator SparkMAN. No, this does not even cover your 1054. That 
isgone. That has gone by the board now. 

Mr. Pererson. But I say, if we get into this mutual ownership, we 
wouldn’t need public housing to this extent. 

Senator SparkMAN. Yes, I am interested in your suggestion on 
that. You know, we have tried for a good, long time to get some 
kind of housing. Section 213 housing was devised as more or less 
a compromise. In 1950, I believe it was, this committee reported out 
a bill somewhat along the line of your suggestion. You may remem- 
ber. We did not call it “mutual ownership,” we called it “cooperative 
housing for the low-middle-income group.” Unfortunately, we did 
not have enough support to put it over; it failed of passage in the 
Senate by about three votes, as I recall. 

Since that time many efforts have been made to get some kind of 
what we might call low-middle-income housing, and usually we have 
thought of the cooperative basis for it. But the nearest we have come 
to it has been section 213. Now you point out the fact that some 
builder in your own city is using section 213. 

Mr. Pererson. He is going to use it. 

Senator Sparkman. He is going to use it, yes. 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, but. if provisions were made for adequate 
financing, we could build a lot more of them. 

Senator Sparkman. If what? 

Mr. Pererson. I say, if the provisions for financing were extended 
somewhat 

Senator SparKMAN. Say we extended it to 97 percent of replace- 
ment cost ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Senator SparKMAN. What do you think of that ? 

Mr. Pererson. Well. I was thinking of term, too. 

Senator SpARKMAN. What term? 

Mr. Pererson. I don’t know what terms he is going to use. I think 
25 years 

Senator SparkMAN. He can already use 25 years. But what term! 
You say we ought to liberalize it. 

Mr. Prererson. Maybe go to 30 in order to keep the payments down. 
After all, remember, as the years go on he is going to have an equity 
which he can dispose of, either pass it down to the family or sell. In 
public housing he has nothing. 

I would like to observe also that a man who owns this house—this 
is one reason why we are proud of our city—it is a clean, attractive 
city. Most people own their homes and they take care of them. It 
is not something for nothing. 

Senator Sparkman. I agree with you completely, and we have 
been trying to do that. U nder the law we are charged with the re- 
sponsibility of working toward a decent home for every American 
family amid decent surroundings, and we are charged’ with using 
private industry insofar as we possibly can. But if private industry 
fails for any reason to meet the requirements, then we are supposed 
to use the Government facilities for the purpose of doing that. 
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You are in accord with that statement of policy, are you not? 

Mr. Prererson. Well, it is encouraging, but we did not look for this 
fellow, he came looking for us, and thanks to urban renewal, we had 
some land. We have run out of real estate in our city, and most other 
cities have, too. So we were able to sell him—and, “by the way, at a 
pretty good figure—the len on which he is going to build these 200- 
odd units. 

Senator SparKMAN. It was 209, according to your statement. 

Mr. Prrerson. Yes, 209. 

Senator SparkMAN. You were speaking of the mortgage term. I 
felt certain we had a rather liberal term. I could not recall the 
number of years, but I refreshed my recollection by looking at the 
law. It is 40 years now. 

Mr. Pererson. Forty. That is long enough. I see no reason for 
carrying it further. 

Senator SparkMANn. If you have any further ideas on this, we would 
certainly welcome them. 

With reference to your urban renewal proposals, I think you have 
made a very good proposal that you balance off tearing down and re- 
developing. “Of course, that is easier said than done, 1 is it not? 

Mr. Pererson. We did it. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. Some projects can do it. It takes a 
long period of time even then to carry it out, does it not? 

Mr. Pererson. This is where the planning pays off. If you have 
people who know what they are doing in planning, you tear down and 
sell it off. He is building while you are tearing down, and this makes 
our relocation problem so much easier. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes, sir, it certainly does. 

Do you have any difficulty getting planning people who know what 
they are doing 

Mr. Pererson. We haven't had any difficulty. We raise them out 
our way, train them, in our schools. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Where? 

Mr. Pererson. At the University of Minnesota. 

Senator SparKMAN. How many take this course ? 

Mr. Prererson. We have seven who are professionally trained 
planning. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Seven? 

Mr. Prererson. Seven, plus some who have related training, engi- 
neers or sociologists or something of this sort. 

Senator SParKMAN. Wait, now, you say you have seven? The city 
of Minneapolis has seven ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is right. 

Senator SparkMAN. I was referring to the school. How well do 
they go for those courses ? 

Mr. Pererson. They go well for them. It is the coming field. 

Senator SparKMAN. How many students do you have? 

Mr. Prererson. I wouldn’t know how many students we have, but I 
know the demand is sufficient so that all of them will get jobs, just like 
it is in engineering. 

Senator Sparkman. We have had testimony time after time from 
cities and particularly from the smaller cities out over the country 
that it is almost impossible to find people who are trained in city 
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planning who can do the kind of a job you have done in Minneapolis. 
I will say this, we need that kind of a job everywhere. If we could 
get that kind of a job done in every city throughout this land that has 
an urban renewal program, this thing would move along a lot more 
smoothly. 

Mr. Pererson. I would like to observe, though, Senator, I would 
like to have a planner who went into planning because he wanted to 

rather than our taking him by the hand and bringing him in. 

Senator Sparkman. I agree with you, but I assume a person who 
would go to the trouble of selecting city planning as a career would be 
the kind you would have in mind. 

Mr. Pererson. This is a coming field, though. It is a relatively 
new field. 

Senator Sparkman. I agree with you, but it is coming so slowly 
that it is not helping many of the small cities over the country. 

Mr. Pererson. We have them right at the University of Minne- 
sota, and we will do our best to supply them. 

Senator Sparkman. I am glad to know that, because I have had 
inquiries as to where they might be found. 

Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am particularly in- 
terested in your comments about the desirability of balancing the 
destructive first half of the urban renewal process so it does not run 
ahead of the constructive second half. In that connection I would 
like to place in the record at this point a statement by the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, Urban Renewal Administration, entitled 
“Reservations by Status of Project Operations as of June 30, 1959.” 

(The document referred to follows :) 


URBAN RENEWAL ADMINISTRATION 
Reservations by status of project operations as of June 30, 1959 


[Dollars in millions] 
Reservation 


Amount Percent of 
total 





| 
| 
Project operations [Amo 


$1, 311.4 | 100.0 
| 


Acquisition completed: 
All land sold pease asa Walden eee nek ceanb setae 
Disposition started, not completed _ 
Disposition not started _.___- 

Acquisition started, not completed 

Acquisition not started 

Active planning ___- 

Inactive projects approved for planning 


to 


anaownoo 


Note.—Excludes demonstration projects. Projects in New York State approved for execution are clas- 
sified according to the percentage of completion of final settlement and payment for land parcels involved. 
Status of projects (planning or execution) is as of June 30. Status of land acquisition is as of Mar. 31 
(latest date for which data are generally available) except for projects fully completed as of June 30. 
Senator Busu. This is both in dollars and in percentages. But 
it bears out what you say and points up the problem which you dis- 
cuss there, showing as it does that in the active planning stage you 
have about 35 percent of the reservations. In the acquisition stage, 


not started, you have almost 20 percent, and acquisition started but 
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not completed you have almost 30 percent. So you only have re- 
maining, then, 4.5 percent of disposition not started, 5.1 percent dis- 
position started, not completed, and 6.3 percent only where all the 
land has been sold. So you see the heavy bulk of the money is right 
in that 80 percent which is in active planning and acquisition not 
started and acquisition started but not completed. 

It is interesting that you have pointed up the danger of that sit- 
uation. I venture to suggest it is that which you have suggested, 
among other reasons, perhaps, but an important reason, why the ad- 
ministration has not been aasced to come up at the time with a 
larger authorization for the urban renewal program and have felt 
that the $600 million that they do recommend in view of this situa- 
tion is asatisfactory amount. 

Mr. Pererson. Senator, you point up one very real thing. I think 
the cities need to know the Federal Government is going to be inter- 
ested in this problem for a long time. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Mr. Pererson. Therefore if you build up your planning and apply 
those funds which the Congress felt could be used at one time—the 
projects don’t all have to be big, you know, to be good. In fact, I 
suspect some of the smaller ones are better than the wholesale one, that 
is, the very large one. 

Senator Busu. Could be. 

Mr. Peterson. I would rather do our job well with what we have 
provided we can plan ahead so it is a continuing program. We will 
never make utopias out of our cities. All we are trying to do is take 
the hell out of them. That is what we have done. 

Senator Busn. I think your statement is very helpful to the com- 
mittee, and I join in appreciation of your coming down here to testify. 

Senator Capruart. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Capehart. 

Senator CarEHArT. What you are saying is that you would rather 
have the Federal Government to decide it is $100 million, $200 mil- 
lion, $300 million, $400 million, $500 million a year and extend it out 
over a period of 5, 6, 7, or 8 years? 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Senator Capenart. Rather than limit it to 1 or 2 years? 

Mr. Prerrerson. Yes. 

Senator CaprHart. That is, you think that wold be very, very 
helpful ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

I suspect, by the nature of this thing, Congress will be interested 
in this, because it is a very real and pressing problem and cities are 
growing more and more important. By the legislation you would 
enact this year, however, you would demonstrate you are interested 
in this field and for the next 2 years this is what it is going to be. 

You did not pass a housing bill last year, but we got along. I do 
suggest, however, that you pass one this year, because we cannot 
get along next year without one, and the amount becomes, in my 
opinion, secondary to the quality of legislation. 

Senator SparKMAN. May I call your attention to the fact that the 
bill that passed the Senate had a 6-year program, and I agree with 
you we need a long period. 
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Are there any further questions / 

Senator CLark. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SpAaRKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator CLtark. Mayor Peterson, I regret I did not get here in time 
to hear all of your statement. I have been trying, probably unsuc- 
cessfully, to digest it during the last couple of minutes. I would 
like to ask you a couple of questions which I hope are not repetitive. 
If they are, please say so. 

Do you have any urban redevelopment project pending in Minne- 
apolis ¢ 

Mr. Prererson. Pending? 

Senator CLarkK. Yes. 

Mr. Prrerson. Yes, one. 

Senator Ciark. Do you have an estimate of the number of families 
that would be displaced—— 

Mr. Prererson. By that redevelopment ? 

Senator CLark. Yes. 

Mr. Pererson. The one I am referring to is one that is really not 
redevelopment in the sense of the whole reconstruction of an area. 
We have none of those pending. What we have are those to stabilize 
the areas that we have rebuilt. 

Senator Ciark. In other words, you do not have in contemplation 
any slum clearance projects ? 

Mr. Pererson. Well, we have no application in; we are trying to 
make the best of what we have. 

We have a lower loop which is going to preoccupy us for the next 
few years. We have the Glenwood project, which is now almost com- 
pletely disposed of. Our next project is to stabilize this area, and 
this is only $1,600,000. 

Senator CLark. I want to get on the record whether it is or is not 
a fact that Minneapolis has any real interest in the urban redevelop- 
ment part of the housing bill. 

Mr. Pererson. Oh, yes, we do. What I have said in my statement 
is that we are in a position, or soon will be, to get on with the renewal 
job. 

Senator Ciark. Let us just see if we cannot get our minds together. 
T am just as much in favor of renewal as you are. But what I want to 
know is whether Minneapolis has presently pending an application 
for a slum clearance, urban renewal, grant authorization. 

Mr. Pererson. Not of the kind you have reference to, sir. 

Senator Ciark. Nor do you intend, in your administration, to seek 
one ? 

Mr. Pererson. I cannot go quite so far. It is what the planning 
people would come up with, what the facts are. 

Senator CLarK. You might? 

Mr. Pererson. We might. 

Senator CLarK. But you can answer categorically my question now, 
can you not, that as of this date there is no relocation problem in Min- 
neapolis arising by reason of an urban redevelopment grant authoriza- 
tion request ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes; our lower loop will be our next project, which 
has now been acquired, approved. We are beginning to demolish, 
and we are relocating the people—these are the single, homeless men. 





PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 


Senator Ciark. Skid row ¢ 

Mr. Prerrerson. Skid row. 

Senator CLarK. Do you have any estimate of the number of individ- 
uals who will require replacement housing 4 

Mr. Pererson. There are 3,500. 

Senator CLtark. Do you have any estimate of the median or average 
income of that group? It is pretty low, is it not 4 

Mr. Pererson. About half of them live on social security, or other 
kinds of retirement. It ison the low side; yes, sir. 

Senator Ciark. So they would not, in the or dinary course, be able 
to: afford private housing, would they ? 

Mr. Pererson. As I say, most of them are single men. You would 
not house them in that way. You would not build public housing 
projects for this group. I would suggest building public dormitories 
we can keep clean. 

Senator CiarK. Is it not a fair statement that Minneapolis does not 
have a serious relocation problem as a result of urban redevelopment 4 

Mr. Pererson. We have been successful in mastering our problem. 

Senator CLarK. I notice there will be about 7,500 families displaced 
by the freeway. Do you have any idea of the median or average 
income of those? 

Mr. Pererson. They run all the way from the very prosperous to 
the low-income group. I would like to point out that most of them 
are homeowners. ‘Their homes may be worth only $5,000, or maybe 
a little more. 

The reason I have emphasized this urban renewal is, if he took most 
of that $4,000, he would have new and better quarters financed and 
paid for. 

Senator Criark. I think you are correct, so, to summarize this line 
of questioning, you do not really have any serious relocation problem 
for low-income groups in the city of Minneapolis ? 

Mr. Peterson. Not that we cannot handle, sir. 

Senator CLark. Do you know offhand what percentage of the popu- 
lation of Minneapolis is Negro? 

Mr. Pererson. Out of 559,000, there are approximately 14,000 who 
are Negro. 

Senator CrarK. Doing it quickly in my head, that is a pretty low 
percentage. 

Mr. Prererson. Yes, it is, in comparison to other cities. 

Senator Crark. Would you not agree, Mayor, you are pretty fortu- 
nate in Minneapolis in the economic status of the people? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes; yet, I do not know that we enjoy any greater 
superiority than any other city. We have our older people, and our 
low-income groups, the unskilled laborers. 

Senator CLarKk. Tell about your public assistance rolls. Are they 
quite low or high, comparatively ? 

Mr. Pererson. I would say they were high. 

Senator CiarK. Do you have any information as to the percentage 
of your population that is on relief in one form or another—public 
assistance ? 

Mr. Pererson. We have both a county system, which is the Federal- 
State program, which runs at the cost. of about a half-million dollars 
a month for our city. And, in addition to that, the city pays direct 
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relief for those not eligible for that, to the tune of about $2 million 
a year. 

‘Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to 
question this very able and candid witness. It occurs to me that his 
city is not exactly typical of the ones that really need this bill. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Douglas, do you have questions? 

Senator Dovetras. No. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Mayor Peterson. We certainly 
appreciate your appearance. ; 

The next witness is Mr. William McChesney Martin, Jr., Chairman 
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 

Mr. Martin, will you come around with your associates, and for the 
benefit of the record will you identify them. 

Mr. Martrn. They are Mr. Riefler, Assistant to the Chairman, and 
Mr. Fisher, a member of the Division of Research and Statistics, and 
Mr. Young, head of the Division of Research and Statistics. 

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Martin, I regret exceedingly that I am 
going to have to leave. I have an appointment that I must go to. 
I particularly wanted to be here when you testified. 

May I just say this, we have been probing the President’s veto mes- 
sage about these various elements that he mentioned, such as “unneces- 
sary,” “expensive,” “extravagant,” and so on and so forth. But there 
is one we have had very little on so far, and that is the question of 
inflation. I hope in the course of your discussion you will discuss the 
subject of inflation, and I am sorry I shall not be here to ask you some 
questions on it, but I will read your statement very carefully, and also 
the transcript. 

I will ask Senator Douglas if he will take the chair, and I apolo- 
gize to you and to the other witness of the morning, Dr. Seymour 
Harris, for the fact that I shall not be here to hear the very valuable 
testimony you give the committee. 

I do want to express appreciation for your coming to help us in this 
rather complex problem we are undertaking. 

Senator Dovueias. Mr. Chairman, I hope the Governor of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board will not think I am a shadow following him about. 
This is in the line of duty, and it is not intended in any other fashion. 

Senator SparKMAN. You are a member of this subcommittee. We 
have been having to share you largely with the Joint Economic 
Committee. 

Senator Doverias. I wanted to make it clear to the Governor I was 
not coming in for any punitive kill, so to speak. 

Go ahead, Mr. Martin. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM McCHESNEY MARTIN, JR., CHAIRMAN, 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


Mr. Martin. The vital social importance of accommodating the 
needs of the public for good housing is unquestionable. A decade has 
already passed since the Congress underlined this fact by declaring— 
the general welfare and security of the Nation and the health and living 
standards of its people require * * * the realization as soon as feasible of the 


goal of a decent home and a suitable living environment for every American 
family * * * 
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I have not quoted it in full, but that is from the Housing Act of 
1949. 

A basic question, however, raised by S. 57, the proposed Housing 
Act of 1959, is this: How far and how fast we can move toward 
that objective, and at the same time meet without undue strain the 
many other pressing demands upon our economy ? 

We have already made considerable housing progress in the post- 
war years. Since 1950, well over 11 million dwelling units have been 
placed under construction. This is indeed an impressive achieve- 
ment—a total exceeding the inventory of all housing in existence at 
the turn of the century. 

Progress has been recorded, too, in conserving and improving the 
older habitable portions of our housing stock which comprise an 
important share of our national wealth and in which the majority 
of our households live. As a result of the construction of millions 
of new dwellings and marked improvements to existing ones, our 
housing supply today consists of more units than ever before. The 
average quality of these homes is the highest in history. 

Despite the fact that we have moved closer in recent years to the 
goal of decent housing for everyone, the number of persons quartered 
in inadequate accommodations is still a matter of serious concern. 
Here again the question arises: To what extent can we accelerate our 
progress further in the present period of broad economic expansion 
and mounting inflationary pressures and expectations? 

Unfortunately, the rapid growth and improvement of the housing 
supply in the postwar period has been accompanied by a sharp rise 
in costs. For the entire period since World War II, prices of build- 
ing materials, as well as prices of homes, have risen more than general 
wholesale prices or prices of all consumer goods and services. The 
relative inflation of building materials prices and of residential con- 
struction costs has intensified over the past year. 

This inflationary advance in housing costs and prices, coupled with 
a liberalization in lending terms, has been associated with unprece- 
dented demands for mortgage credit to help finance the purchase of 
new houses and the transfer of existing ones. Home mortgage needs 
have dominated the capital markets since World War IT and repre- 
sented the largest single use of capital funds. In the postwar period, 
nonfarm home mortgages have accounted for over one-third of the 
overall increase in outstanding net debt, including all mortgages, 
securities, and other obligations. Since the end of 1949, the volume 
of nonfarm home mortgage debt outstanding has more than tripled 
to well over $120 billion. 

To preserve the integrity of this debt structure as well as to meet 
housing needs in the future requires, more than ever, the maintenance 
of sound standards of mortgage finance, as well as stability of prices 
and capital values generally in the economy. Overdrafts upon capital 
markets for home mortgaged funds or overstimulation of building 
activity under currently developing boom conditions in the economy 
could precipitate or intensify a later downturn. Even now, the Fed- 
eral Government has assumed a huge volume of commitments in under- 
writing FHA-insured and VA-guaranteed home mortgage loans and 
In insuring deposits and shares in financial institutions which hold a 
major portion of all mortgage debt. 
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In the light of these general observations, I should like to examine 
some of the provisions of S. 57 which have a significant bearing upon 
mortgage finance and economic growth and stability. The Board be- 
lieves certain features of the bill are desirable and neces ssary at this 
time to the continuance of vital housing programs underway. Among 
such provisions are the extension of the FHA title I property im- 
provement loan insurance program, the FHA mortgage insurance 
program for armed services housing, the voluntary home mortgage 
credit program, and the increase in general mortgage insurance 
authorization for the Federal Housing Administration. With re- 
gard to the latter, it would be preferable to remove all limits on FHA 
insurance in force. Such limitations serve no useful purpose. More- 
over, should that step be taken, Congress would still have an oppor- 
tunity, through the appropriations process, to review annually the 
sti andards under which the program is carried on. 

Raising maximum interest. rates on insured mortgages under several 
FHA programs, as authorized under certain sections of S. 57, would 
also be a desirable step. Complete flexibility of interest rates might 
be even better. Mortgage insurance reduces investment risk to lend- 
ers. Experience suggests that under flexible interest rates, market 
forces would set a lower rate on insured than on uninsured mortgages 
with otherwise similar terms. Interest rates, fluctuating freely ac- 
cording to market conditions, would in fact be desirable for all hous- 
ing programs. 

Certain other features of S .57 appear to the Board to be inappro- 
priate for enactment at this time when mortgage lending and housing 
starts are at or near record levels and when “growing pressures in the 

capital markets are being reflected in high and rising interest. rates. 
I refer specifically to provisions which would provide discretionary 
authority to reduce again minimum downpayments on homes with 
FHA-insured mortgage loans, and to extend further the maximum 
term on federally underwritten home mortgages. 

The former proposal, if put into effect, would permit a 5-percent 
insured reduction in the downpayment on a $14,000 house with an 
FHA mortgage, to a minimum of $455. On an $18,000 house, the 
reduction would be 38 percent, to a minimum of $855. You will note 
from the attached table at the end of this statement that minimum 
downpayments proposed in S. 57 are well below the ones authorized 
by statute in earlier years, but exceeded from time to time by admin- 
istrative regulation. On a new $14,000 house with an FHA-insured 
mortgage loan, for example, the minimum downpayment requirement 
enacted e: arly in 1950 was $2,800. This statutory limit was reduced in 
1954 to $1,700, in 1957 to $900, and in 1958 to the present figure of 
$480. As mentioned cusiiuas S.57 would reduce the limit further to 
$455 

The latter proposal would extend the maximum term on FHA- 
insured and VA-guaranteed home mortgages and on VA direct home 
loans to 35 years from the present limit of 30 years. If effective in the 
market, such an extension would tend to increase the amount of out- 
standing mortgage debt by lowering repayment rates, even though the 
number of credit transactions and the amounts loaned remained 
unchanged. 

This is no time for measures to encourage additional borrowing 
either by home buyers or by the Treasury that would place additional 
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demands upon our strained capital markets. During the first half of 
1959, nonfarm home mortgage debt outstanding climbed an unparal- 
leled amount. In only 6 “months it rose about $7 billion compared 
with an increase of $10 billion in the entire calendar year of 1958, 

and $12.5 billion in the record year of 1955. The current threat to 
sustained housing activity is not that mortgage lending terms are too 
strict, but savings may be inadequate to accommodate the volume of 
housing demanded under current financi ing terms. 

The unprecedented growth so far this year in nonfarm home mort- 
gage debt outstanding | has been sustained in part through a high level 
of Mortgage Ww arehousing, a record volume of mortgage pure :hases by 
the Federal National Mortgage Association, and a record amount of 
outstanding Federal home loan bank advances. To place capital mar- 
kets under additional pressure through any further reduction in down- 
payments or any further extension in | maturities would be untimely and 
unwarranted. Now is the time to encourage a higher rate of saving— 
nota higher rate of borrowing. 

Now is the time, in fact, for the Federal Government of this, the 
most advanced country in the world, to continue to demonstrate its 
capacity for leadership by exercising financial discipline. This would 
make clear to all peoples that its economic policy is wisely directed to 
the maintenance of economic stability “ais the draft of this state- 
ment which you have, I have written “as well as economic growth,” 
but I want to amend that so as to make my position quite clear on this, 


and say, “wisely directed to the maintenance of that economic stability 


essential to sustained economic growth.” 
Senator Busu. Would you repeat that, please. 


Mr. Martin. “Wisely directed to the maintenance of that economic 
stability essential to sustained economic growth.” 

The point I was trying to make is, we were trying to draft this 
statement to show that economic stability and economic growth are not 
separate. In my judgment, they come together. I left it the way it 
was originally drafted just so it would be ‘clear what was in my mind 
in saying this. 

As a nation, we must continue to serve as an anchor to which other 
democracies can tie without any doubt about the strength of that 
anchor to hold firm against the tides of inflationary forces. 

Nearly a century ago, Benjamin Disraeli said: 

The best security for civilization is the dwelling, and upon proper and becoming 
dwellings depends more than anything else the improvement of mankind. Such 
dwellings are the nursery of all domestic virtues, and without a becoming home 
the exercise of those virtues is impossible. 

That statement is just as true now asit wasthen. In striving toward 
the end of proper and becoming dwellings, however, we must be cer- 
tain the means we use and their timing are also proper and becoming 
to our overall goals of long-run economic stability and sustained eco- 
nomic growth. That is w hat the Board has tried to keep in mind in 
considering some of the provisions of S. 57. 

I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that Senator Sparkman is not. here, 
because I was up here a year ago, you know, in May of 1958, and 
Tam very glad to come. ‘T want to make clear that on the technical 
aspects of housing, since the Board does not have direct responsi- 
bility for it, the Board has not endeavored to work on it continu- 
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ously or in detail, and since the abandonment of regulation X we 
should not be regarded as technical experts in the field. 

Senator Dovenas. Mr. Martin, you make a very interesting quo- 
tation from Disraeli. Where did Disraeli write this sentence? 

Mr. Martin. He wrote it in London. 

Senator Doveias. I know. Was it in a debate, or in one of his 
literary efforts? 

Mr. Martin. In aspeech. 

Senator Douetas. Would you give me the citation for this? This 
was not in his novel, “Sybil” or “The Two Nations”? Are you sure 
it was not in “Sybil”? 

Mr. Marttn. No, I am not sure, but we will get it for you. (See 
Mr. Martin’s letter to Senator Sparkman of July 30, 1959, at p. 472.) 

Senator Dovetas. Well, now, Mr. Martin, you seem to complain 
about this bill primarily because it lowers downpayments and ex- 
tends the period of amortization; is that not true? 

Mr. Martrn. I think those are 

Senator Dovaias. These are the points you mention. 

It is very interesting that these points were not mentioned in the 
President’s veto message. They were not mentioned as inflationary. 
The President centered his attack upon the urban renewal and the 
public housing features of this bill. We have shown that these are 
relatively minor in importance, and you apparently do not center 
your attack upon these points. 

In other words, you center your attack on those features of the 
bill which the President either said were not inflationary, or which 
he passed over in silence, and you pass over in silence the points that 
the President said were inflationary. 

Mr. Martin. Well, Senator, I had nothing to do with writing the 
President’s veto messa 

Senator Dovetas. That is the great mystery. Everybody comes 
in here and denies he had anything to do with it. I think we ought 
to give a reward to whoever can find out who wrote the veto message. 

Ratan Cuiark. I think we ought to ask the FBI to find out for us. 

Senator Dovetas. I have given a correct statement of your posi- 
tion; that the features of the bill that you complain most about are 
the lowering of downpayments, and the extension of the period of 
amortization ? 

Mr. Martin. That is right, and the economic atmosphere in which 
the bill comes. 

A year ago when I was up here, as Senator Clark will recall, I was 
not unduly alarmed at that time by the bill, much of which is the 
same bill. I pointed out what criticism I had might be over the 
discretion with respect to how or the way in which it would be 
administered. 

I think the economic setting is entirely different in July 1959 than 
it was in May 1958. 

Senator Doveias. What I am interested in pointing out is that 
your objection is to provisions dealing with the private sector of hous- 
ing, not with the public sector of u - es renewal and public housing. 

Mr. Marin. On urban renewal, I think it is an excellent program. 

Senator Doveras. Good. 
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Mr. Martin. I think the Board does. I think our apprehension is 
over the program being launched on a continuous basis without any 
discretion to make changes i in the light of economic and fiscal condi- 
tions that may demand different emphasis at different times. 

Senator Doveras. Of course, the President recommended a 6- -year 
program originally. 

Mr. Martin, I am a little puzzled by one thing. You favor having 
all ceilings on interest rates removed; is that not true? 

Mr. Marty. I think we would be better off if we had them removed. 

Senator Doue.as. Giving to the agencies dealing with these matters, 
both housing and financial, discretionar Vv authority. This, you say, is 
flexible—and that is a word of great potency in these days. 

Apparently you are not for giving discretionary authority to the 
housing people to lower downpayments, or to increase the period of 
maturity. These are not compulsory lowerings of downpayments or 
compulsory extension of amortization periods. They are discre- 
tionary. 

Why do you trust them on interest rates, but do not trust them on 
downpayments or maturities? 

Mr. Martin. Look at the table in my prepared statement, Senator, 
and look at what has been happening in that. 
(The document referred to is as follows:) 








Minimum statutory downpayments on new homes with mortgages insured by the 
FHA under sec. 203(b) (2) of the National Housing Act, 1950 to date 








Date of enactment 


aised value of new home 








April August July April Proposed 
1950 1954 1957 1958 in 8. 57 
: 3 Pee a 5 | a 
RSS Us) 1 Petey $1, 250 $700 | $300 | $300 $300 
NN DRSS fore pat eS oo 2, 400 1, 200 600 | 360 360 
a 2. 800 17 900 | 480 | 455 
MRSS AST) sts) oy 3, 200 2) 200 1, 200 | 780 655 
$18,000. __ eee eee es 3, 600 2: 700 1, 800 1, 380 | 855 
$20,000 Peli POE AA 4, 008 3, 200 2, 400 | 


1, 980 | 1, 455 





Note.—Statutory minimums have been exceeded at times by higher minimum requirements imposed 
by administrative regulation. Limits given in the table exclude Presidential discretionary authority, 
authorized at certain times, to permit certain further reductions under sepcified circumstances. Recently, 
the statutory minimums given in this table have also applied to exisitng houses. 

Mr. Martrn. This is discretionary, but nevertheless you can see the 
trend there very clearly. I think it is a rather striking table. On 
interest rates, they have pretty largely been prevented from adjusting 
them in the opposite direction, and so I think there has been flexi- 
bility in that sense. 

I grant it is discretionary, and on that point I merely say in the 
present atmosphere it does not seem to me a table like that adds any- 
thing to the conviction this is necessary, or that 

Senator Doveras. In other words, you think the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency will take full adv antage of its discretionary au- 
thority ? 

Mr. Martrn. I do not know what they would do, but I suspect, from 
looking at this table, that is the direction they would move in. 

Senator Doveras. But you do not think they would abuse the possi- 
bility of raising interest rates unduly ; you could trust them not to raise 
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interest rates too much, but you cannot trust them to lower downpay- 
ments or extend the period of amortization ? 

Do you regard them as schizophrenic, Mr. Martin, as having split 
pe ‘rsonalities which can be trusted in one field of action, but not trusted 
in another 4 

Mr. Martin. We have had these discussions before, Senator. I 
think interest rates, as an equilibrating factor, as a market force, have 
a different place than downpayments of this type. I think these ad- 
justments that come about are an entirely different set of adjustments 
here. 

I think our problem in housing has been that we have been trying 
for years it stimulate it in good times and bad. We have almost 

reached the vanishing point of success unless we give houses away. 

Senator Dovueias. Of course, you are aware that the bill by my 
esteemed colleague from Connecticut, which is referred to as the ad- 
ministration bill, lowers downpayments. I do not think it extends 
the period of amortization, but it does lower downpayments. That is 
true, I believe, from the analysis I have seen. 

Does that mean you condemn the bill of the Senator from Connecti- 
cut, otherwise known as the administration bill, as well as 8. 57 passed 
by the Congress ? 

Mr. Martin. Insofar as it applies to this statutory limit I question it. 

Senator Doveras. It does apply. 

Mr. Martin. Interst rates are a market operation, and these are 
statutory limits that you have been put in, and our trouble has been 
statutory interest rates. I just do not think you can legislate them. 

Senator Doveras. This does not legislate them. It merely gives 
them room to operate in. 

Mr. Martin. Discretion within these limits. 

Senator Doveras. Of course, there is a 6-percent ceiling on interest 
rates. 

Mr. Martin. | have come toa question whether that is desirable. 

Senator Doucias. In other words, the sky is the limit on interest 
rates; the higher the better? 

Mr. Martin. The sky is the limit in the sense that I question the de- 
sirability of ceilings, as I just said. 

Senator Dove.as. Well, now, I have just got a few figures here I 
would like to refer to you. 

In 1950, the number of nonfarm housing starts amounted to 1,396,- 
000. In June, according to the Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
the number of private housing starts was at the rate of 1,870,000. This 
is a decrease of 2 percent in the number of starts. 

On the other hand, the gross national product in dollar terms in- 
creased by 70 percent; in 1958 prices it increased by 35 percent; per- 
sonal income rose by 66 percent; per capita income in dollars, 36 
percent. The nonfarm population increased by 22 percent; industrial 
pr odue tion rose by 38 percent ; new plant and equipment spending rose 
by 57 percent. 

In all this period of great growth, the number of housing starts is 
about the only thing that shows a decrease. Yet your implication is 
we are spending too much on housing, and we should curtail these 
amounts. 

I would like to ask you: In view of what is happening—namely 4 
great increase in population and in the size of families, the need for 
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three- and four-bedroom housing units instead of one- or two-bedroom 
units as were built immediately after the war; the movement off the 
farms from the small towns into the cities—we have lost 3.5 million 
people from the farms alene in the last few years—if this does not 
create a tremendous demand for housing. Do not these figures indi- 
cate the actual production of housing has lagged far behind the rest 
of the economy 4 

Mr. Martin. It also creates a tremendous demand for saving, and it 
is my conviction if we had had less inflationary pressures in the period 
you are talking about, and had more of an incentive to saving, we would 
be able to finance a substantially higher level of housing than we have 
at the present time. Interest rates probably would not have gone up 
except very modestly, if at all. 

Senator Dovetas. You know I am struck with that modestly elo- 
quent statement of Disraeli’s with which you closed your statement, 
which I would like to read again. It is Benjamin Disraeli, whether 
it is in “Sybil” or in the House of Commons : 

The best security for civilization is the dwelling, and upon proper and becom- 
ing dwellings depends more than anything else the improvement of mankind. 
Such dwellings are the nursery of all domestic virtues, and without a becoming 
home the exercise of those virtues is impossible. 

If the home is as important as Disraeli said it was, and as you evi- 
dently believe it is, why should the production and construction of 
homes be kept lagging back far behind the rest of the economy? Or was 
this just a quotation which you put in as window dressing to show you 
are not hard hearted on the subject of housing, even though you did 
not intend to do anything about it ? 

Mr. Martin. The prices of housing and building materials, have 
been, unfortunately, inflated, in my judgment, beyond what they should 
be. The reason for using that quotation was because I agree whole- 
heartedly with it. I have qualified it by saying here we must be certain 
the means we use and their timing are also proper and becoming. 

Perhaps we should not quote from pr i Mr. Disraeli is no 
longer alive. 

Senator Doveras. He is your authority, not mine. I did not pick 
him out. He is your lodestar. 

Mr. Martin. On the basis of his record, Senator, I am inclined to 
think I am quoting him in proper context also. 

Senator Doveias. Senator Capehart ? 

Senator CareHart. I do not believe I have any questions. 

Senator Doveias. What is this? 

Senator CapeHart. No questions. 

Senator Doueias. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. I would like 
to observe, in response to your questioning of the chairman about the 
inflationary matter—and you referred to the President’s veto message 
da the President said the bill is inflationary—that the President 
Sad. : 





The spending authorizations of S. 57, taken together with other seriously ob- 
jectionable provisions, would be inflationary and, therefore, an obstacle to con- 
structive progress toward better housing for Americans. 

The President did not spell out every single phase of S. 57 which 
he thought was inflationary, but I have no doubt some of these objec- 
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tions Mr. Martin has voiced might well fit into that general statement. 

Senator Doveas. Do I understand then the Senator from Connecti- 
cut agrees with the Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board that the 
reduction of downpayments is inflationary $ 

Senator Busx. I know what the Senator is leading up to. He wants 
to know why I have it in my bill. 

Senator Dovetas. No. I asked you a simple question. I wanted 
to know whether the Senator from Connecticut believed the reduc- 
tion of downpayments was inflationary. He has heard the testimony 
of the Chairman 

Senator Busu. Just let me finish here. 

I am not taking a different view from that expressed by Mr. Martin 
this morning. In presenting this bill, S. 2378, I realize the necessity 
of having a housing bill; I realize where the votes are; and I realize 
there has to be some give and take in some sections of this legislation 
if we are going to get housing legislation this year. So I am frank 
to say I have made, in the bill which I introduced, some concessions 
to the points of view—wait a minute; let me finish—to the points of 
view held by my good friend, the distinguished Senator from Illinois, 
and others. So I am not in the least embarrassed by what the Senator 
wants to point out. 

That isall. I now vield tothe Senator. 

Senator Dovetas. Then I take it in order to get a bill through, the 
Senator from Connecticut is willing to embrace that feature which, 
according to the Chairman of the Reserve Board, is most inflationary? 

Senator Busn. I am not willing to embrace it, no. 

Senator Dovetas. Then you are ready to strike out the provision for 
lowering downpayments from your bill? We may be getting 
together. 

Senator Busu. You put me under pressure, and I will say you may 
force me to do that, and that may bring another impasse in connec- 
tion with this housing legislation. 

Senator Dovetas. Very interesting, indeed. 

Senator Busu. I repeat what I said to the Senator. I frankly have 
made some concessions in my own thinking and convictions about this 
matter in connection with the bill we introduced, in the hope we might 
get some constructive housing legislation through this year. 

That is all I have to say. 

Senator Dovetas. Senator Clark? 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Martin, are you in a position to tell this com- 
mittee whether you or any members of the Board, or members of your 
staff, were consulted in connection with the preparation of the veto 
message ? 

Mr. Marttn. I was not consulted, and no member of our Board was 
consulted, and Mr. Young says no member of the staff was consulted. 

Senator Ciark. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Martin, do you believe the public housing sections of S, 57 are 
inflationary ? 

Mr. Martrn. I am not against public housing as such, Senator— 
and I do not say that as a pious statement. But I think you should 
be very cautious about the extension of that in a period of this type. 
I might have had a different attitude toward it in May of 1958 than I 
have today. 
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Senator Crark. Would you not agree, though—and I know you 
say you are not a technician in housing, and I certainly do not want 
to take any advantage of you in that regard. I think it has been 
pretty well established that any public housing authorizations con- 
tained in the present bill would not result in the expenditure of any 
public money for several years. So certainly the public housing pro- 
visions in S. 57 would have no immediate inflationary effect, would 
they ? 

Mr. Martin. No immediate effect on the budget at the moment. 

Senator CiarKk. Not only on the budget, but in terms of inflation 
generally. 

Mr. Martin. Let me try to put it this way, because I think this is im- 
portant. I have had this discussion, and will continue it, with Sena- 
tor Douglas. 

A the present time, the price of houses as such is not dangerously 
moving up. It issomething we have to be alert about and watch. The 
financial markets are showing real signs of inflation, in my judgment, 
both in terms of interest rates, and in terms of the people that are 
going into those markets. 

Senator Ciark. I agree with you. What has this to do with public 
housing ¢ 

Mr. Martin. I think it has to do with the general atmosphere in 
which we are operating. 

Senator Cuark. In other words, you might suggest to have a public 
housing section in this bill was psychologically unfortunate from an 
inflationary point of view ? 

Mr. Martin. That is right. 

Senator Ciark. That is about all, is it not ? 

Mr. Martin. That is about all. 

Senator Ciark. Because in terms of money, finance, fiscal policy, 
there is nothing in it which is inflationary by authorizing some more 
public housing units to be built over a long period of time, is there? 

Mr. Martin. I do not disagree with you on that. 

Senator CrarKk. With respect to the urban redevelopment grant 
authorizations, do you think there is anything inflationary about 
them ? 

Mr. Martin. Well, I think a reasonable grant—but I do not know 
exactly what a reasonable grant would be—spread over a period of 
years is again something to be viewed only in relation to this overall 
point I make. I would hate to see us lose the urban renewal. 

Senator Ciark. I do not know whether you are familiar with it 
or not, but it has been pretty well established by the testimony that 
it is a good long while after the Congress enacts a grant of authoriza- 
tion for urban renewal before that grant authorization is, first, taken 
up; second, converted into the expenditure of any public funds. 
Three to seventeen years has been given as the period during which a 
grant authorization comes to maturity and the expenditure is 
completed. 

In view of that, would you not agree there is really nothing infla- 
tionary about the urban redevelopment grant authorization in S. 57? 

Mr. Martin. I think there is very little inflationary. Would you 
like to comment on that, Mr. Fisher ? 
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Mr. Fisuer. I think Chairman Martin’s previous statement that it 
might be preferable or helpful to have some administrative control 
for the timing of the physical volume of work and the disbursement 
of these grants might be useful. 

Senator Ciark. Well, that may be, but are we not agreed, Mr. 
Martin—I think we are—that there is now no immediate perceptible 
inflationary impact from continuing the urban redevelopment pro- 
gram—at least from where I sit, and I suspect from where you sit— 
in the very modest amount called for by S. 57. 

Mr. Martin. It would require some borrowing. 

Senator Ciark. I beg your pardon. It would require no borrow- 
ing for at least 3 years. You see, this is a little technical, but what 
happens is there are presently pending around $510 million of appli- 
cations for grant authorizations for urban renewal projects, and there 
is no congressional authorization to take up any of those grant au- 
thorizations. Once the authorization is assigned on a project to a 
particular city, it is an average of 3 years before any Federal money 
isspent. Usually, it is 17 years—perhaps a few years less—before the 
last Federal money is spent. So, under those circumstances, I won- 
der if you and I could not agree there is nothing inflationary about 
this urban redevelopment authorization. 

Mr. Martin. Put in that light—but I do not know the technical 
aspects of it—I would agree with you. 

I think the point I am trying to make, though, in the broad sense, 
is, there may be times in that extended period | when it would be de- 
sirable not to put as much pressure on building facilities, and there 
may be other times when more pressure could be put on building fa- 
cilities without straining the economy. 

In other words, the fiscal usefulness of this could be improved by 
discretionary management. 

Senator Ciark. I am not saying you are wrong. In fact, you may 
be right. But I think that has very little to do with whether this 
particular piece of legislation should not. be enacted into law. 

Mr. Martin. I will agree with you on that. 

Senator Ciark. All right. Do you see anything inflationary in the 
college loan proposals which are in 8S. 57? I do not know whether 
you are familiar with them or not. 

Mr. Martin. That requires borrowing, does it not 4 

Senator Crark. It requires borrowing in due course: yes, it: does. 
It is assimilated into the present loan situation in the REA field, and 
in a number of other fields where Federal loan programs are in effect. 

Mr. Martin, Does that not also have a subsidy on the interest rate 
in it? 

Senator Ciark. You probably would call it a subsidy; I do not. 
It calls for an interest. rate of one-quarter of 1 percent in excess of 
what the Government is paying for money on a long-range basis. 

You call it a subsidy because they get their interest lower than the 
Federal Government today is having to pay when it borrows either 
short-term or long-term money. From where I sit, it is not a subsidy, 
but let us not argue about that. 

Mr. Martin. All right. 

Senator CiarKk. Do you think a college loan program at this time 
would be inflationary ? 
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Mr. Martin. I think it would add to the strain on the capital 
market. 

Senator Ciark. This would be true, in your judgment, whether 
or not the Federal budget was balanced ? 

Mr. Martin. Well, I think it is essential in our present position 
not only that the Federal budget be balanced, but that it have a little 
surplus, and we pay something on our debt. 

Senator Crark. I agree with you. Of course, I want to do it ina 
different way from some of our friends across the aisle, and I am not 
entirely sure you disagree with me. 

Let us assume, for the basis of this discussion, we are going to, in 
one way or another, balance the budget, and have a surplus to make 
the payment on the national debt. Under those circumstances, would 
you think there was anything particularly inflationary about lending 
money to colleges to build dormitories and classrooms to take care of 
the millions, and millions, and millions of American boys and girls 
who are not going to be able to go to college or have any classroom 
facilities by 1970 unless in some way we solve this crisis? 

Mr. Marrin. Well, that would have a priority with me. The only 
problem is it is a guaranteed obligation of the Government, and I 
think we ought to try to steer away from these continual guaranteed 
obligations. 

Senator Ciark. You are aware that the President, in another bill, 
has recommended a substantially higher amount of college loan help 
than the housing bill has in it. So really, if this bill were to pass 
and the President’s college loan bill were to be abandoned—which I 
personally favor—we would have a smaller expenditure in the next 
fiscal year, and probably thereafter, than is called for by the adminis- 
tration bill. 

T guess that is a statement, and not a question. 

Mr. Martin. Yes; I would certainly agree this is one of the prior- 
ity items we ought to support. 

Senator CLtark. While it may have some inflationary aspects, this 
is not nearly as serious a matter, the $62.5 million for academic facili- 
ties, and $300 million for dormitories—this does not get into the same 
amount or seriousness of expenditure as the matters mentioned in 
your statement, does it ? 

Mr. Marri. I think that is right. 

Senator Crark. Would you mind turning to your statement, Mr. 
Martin? You say that S. 57 raises the basic question of — 

“How far and how fast we can move toward that objective”’—the 
goal of a decent home and a suitable living environment for every 
American family—“and at the same time meet without undue strain 
the many other pressing demands upon our economy ?” 

I agree with that wholeheartedly. You remember last year, and I 
guess the year before, you and I had a friendly discussion as to 
whether or not it was possible to have some selectivity in where we 
put our available credit resources. I think you tended then to shake 
your head and say, “No; this has pretty much got to be the amoral 
market place for determination; we cannot exercise any social judg- 
ment.” 

Maybe I am not being fair to you, but I wonder whether in the 
intervening years since you and I talked about this before, you have 
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been able to come up with any way in which we could conceivably 
cut down on the capital expenditures for cosmetics, tobacco, soft 
drinks, and do something to make it possible to get nearer to this 
goal of a decent home for every American. 

I say that because it seems to me, as a matter of experience—and 
I wonder whether you would agree—housing is always the sucker. 
When money gets tight, housing ‘has to quit; when money gets loose, 
housing starts again. This seems to me to be a very unfortunate 
manifestation of the operations of the free market. 

I wonder if you have any comment. 

Senator Doveias. Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator Ciark. I am happy to, but I want to get his comment. 

Senator Doveias. I know. I take it what the Senator proposes 
is to see if we cannot realize this goal so eloquently described by Ben- 
jamin Disraeli. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Martin, just to weight the question a little 
more, perhaps even more unfairly, will you in your answer give some 
thought to the fact there were twice as many American babies born 
in 1956 as in 1936, that family formation is speeding apace; that at 
the present rate of housing construction we are making very little 
dent in the need, because population growth is moving ‘ahead about 
as fast as we are able to construct new units. 

Is there not some way, within the limits of sound fiscal and mone- 
tary policy, «f which we can channel the relatively small amount of 
money which S. 57 called for putting into housing, without having 
the inflationary effects which you fear, and which I fear too? 

Mr. Martin. Let me try to answer that question as directly as I 
can—it involves judgments, really. That is what it comes down to. 

You and I have exactly the same objectives. Short of direct con- 
trols—I am not trying to make this black and white; I am not saying 
we want to go to the Russian system, or anything like that—but short 
of direct controls I do not see how you are going to channel any more 
than we have channeled by having favored housing over a period of 
years. 

Let us take your point about mortgage credit. Let us take the first 
half of this year. That is a period of tighter money. There was $7 
billion compared with $10 billion last year going into home mortgages. 

Senator CiarK. That is quite a reduction. 

Mr. Martin. No; the first 6 months of this year it was $7 billion 
as against $10 bill'on 

Senator Crark. For the whole year? 

Mr. Martin. The whole year. Iam talking about the first 6 months 
of 1959. 

Senator CriarK. Is that a fair comparison in view of the recession! 

Mr. Martin. Let us go back to 1955, the record year. It was $12.5 
billion for the record year. So the rate for the first 6 months of 1959 
is in excess of the record year of all time of money going into home 
mortgages. 

I do not think any of these figure comparisons—and I know you do 
not. either—are precise or prove anything except in the broad sense 
that when we had regulation X a number of years ago, for example, 
I became convinced that really regulation X was not a control so much, 
because it started out weighted in the direction of favoring housing. 
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Senator Crark. Mr. Martin, could we not give you back regulation 
W and help this situation ? 

Mr. Martin. Quite aside from whether you would or not, mere 
discussion of regulation W causes people to run out and put out more 
consumer installment credit 

Senator Ciark. If we could get this credit manipulated—and I use 
the word advisedly—so that under your powers you could discourage 
the purchase of Cadillacs on a 3-year basis, and color television sets 
on a 24-month basis, and encourage a young family to buy a home 
with an FHA mortgage—I do not want to play God, but it seems to 
me we would have a better country, and I do not know why it is 
impossible. 

Mr. Martin. Let mesay this. I think we discussed this once before. 
I really think if you and I could run it—but, unfortunately, I doubt 
whether the public would accept it. 

(Quite aside from that—that is a facetious comment—lI really, per- 
sonally, believe, as I know you sincerely question, that the market 
system does a better job of this allocation than would be done by 
governmental agencies. I believe it is fairer, with all of its inequities. 

Senator Crark. I think this again is a question of judgment, and 
I will not press you any further on it. 

I will ask you, however, if you will turn now to your statement— 
Mr. Chairman, I will not be much longer—you say : 





The relative inflation of building materials prices and of residential construc- 
tion costs has intensified over the past year. 

I want to read to you just one paragraph from the testimony yester- 
day of Mr. George Meany of the AFL-C1O. I quote: 


S. 57 would be inflationary if it could be demonstrated that it would force up 
housing prices. But experience as well as commonsense indicate that housing 
prices decline when the housing volume expands. Thus, the increase in housing 
construction resulting from the Emergency Housing Act in 1958 was accompanied 
by a fall in housing prices According to surveys by the National Association of 
Home Builders, the median price of new houses dropped from $15,100 in 1957 to 
$14,100 a year later. On the other hand, when housing starts sharply declined 
from 1955 to 1956, the median price of new homes increased by $1,000. 

Do you have any comment on Mr. Meany’s statement which, at least 
superficially, to me seems inconsistent with yours? 

Mr. Martin. Could I ask Mr. Fisher to comment on that, because 
we cliscussed this before we came up here today. 

Senator CuarKk. Good for you; you are as wise as I thought you 

were. 

Mr. FIsHer, The special assistance authorization given to FNMA 
in 1958 applied to very low-cost housing, and it may be true, although 
it is very difficult to confirm since we do not have comprehensive data, 
that the median prices of housing built last year did decline somewhat. 
This was mainly due to the fact that the average house was smaller 
in size. If one could compare houses of standard size from year to 
year, I believe you would find prices have risen. 

Senator Clark. That may very well be true. Nevertheless, in terms 
of our discussion, the Emer; gency Housing Act of 1958, in my opinion, 
did a wonderful job in forcing the homebuilders to build smaller, 
cheaper houses for people who really needed them. 

I have a lot of sympathy for your testimony today in opposition to 
decreasing downpayments, increasing the length of mortgage periods, 
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on these high-priced homes. I do not think there is justification for 
it. Lagree with you fully. 

Again Lask the question: Is it not possible, through this legislative 
process, to encourage the building of cheaper and yet safe and sanitary 
homes for people of moderate or low incomes, and not get into this in- 
flationary problem ¢ 

Mr. Martin. I wish I had a suggestion for you. I do not. 

Senator CLarx. All right. 

Just one more thing and I am through. 

If you will look at your statement again, you say : 

Home mortgage needs have dominated the capital markets since World War 
II, and represented the largest single use of capital funds. 

You excluded internal financing in that, did you not? In other 
words, where a large corporation finances the capital expenditure 
through retained earnings’ That would not be included in your 
phrase “the largest single use of capital funds,” would it 

Io you understand what I mean ? 

Mr. Marrin. It would be included. 

Senator CLarK. It would be included ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Yes. 

Senator CLarkK. I am really startled at that. You are quite sure, 
are you, Mr. Young! I would have thought the vast sums for capital 
expenditures spent by corporations’ out of retained earnings would 
result in a qualification of your categorical statement. 

Mr. Martin. I think what you say makes sense. We will check it 
and give you the exact. breakdown. 

Senator Crark. Thank you. 

(See Mr. Martin’s letter to Senator Sparkman at p. 472.) 

Senator CLark. I am about through, Mr. Chairman. I only want 
to say in many respects I am in accord with Mr. Martin’s position 
about the inflationary effect of these FHA and FNMA provisions, and 
the cutting of the downpayments. The only reason I have been able 
to go along with them was because it seemed to me this was the price 
that those of us who were desperately interested in producing cheaper 
homes and better homes for lower income families, in clearing the 
blight of our cities, in getting adequate public housing, this was 
the price we would have to pay the homebuilders, a price which I was 
willing to pay. I am in complete accord with you, and I hope the 
Senator from Connecticut, if he wants to get his bill through, will 
cut out this business of giving a break to “the $35,000, and “$40,000 
homes, in cutting the downpayments, and increasing the mortgage. 
Period. 

I agree with the chairman completely, that there is no justification. 

Senator Busn. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Dovenas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Martin, while your statement may have em- 
phasized the inflationary aspects of lower downpayments and longer 
maturities, would you agree that the total impact of the bill, including 
the amounts to be spent in future years for public housing, urban 
renewal, and the other things, are potentially inflationary? Is that 
what we gather from your statement ? 

Mr. Martin. In the present atmosphere—let us put it in terms of 
what the alternatives would be. There are some things we point out 
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here that we think are vital and ought to be continued. In the present 
atmosphere in which we are operating, the impression we got on this 
bill without going into all the technicalities of it, was that it would 
be, one, psychologically inflationary ; and, two, there were some aspects 
of it that would put additional strains on the capital market. 

Senator Busu. In view of the inflationary dangers that you feel, 
or at least you have spoken of several times, which are developing, 
you feel it would be wise for us to go slow in committing ourselves to 
increased expenditures in future years, with the inflationar y pressures 
we see just around the corner, if they are not right here? Is that 
right? 

Mr. Martin. That is right. 

Senator Ciark. Would the Senator mind repeating that question, 
just for my benefit? Unfortunately, I did not hear it. 

Senator Busu. What I asked Mr. Martin was that if we believe that 
inflationary pressures are developing and threatening, it would be 
wise to go slow in committing ourselves to increased expenditures in 
future years, be cautious about it? 

That was the question. 

Senator CriarK. Thank you. 

Senator Doug.as. If the Senator from Illinois may offer an ob- 
servation, it is that the Senator from Connecticut used a very broad 
overcoat in describing these increased pressures without differentiating 
whether it was increased private expenditure or increased public 
expenditure. 

The witness, I think, testified that the inflationary danger came 
from increased private expenditure, presumably financed “by bank 
credit. He testified specifically there was no immediate danger of 
inflation coming from increased public expenditure. 

In fact, is it not true that the effect on the form of the governmental 
budget in 1960, the expenditure for the National Government, would 
be virtually infinitesimal at this point ? 

Mr. Martin. In mathematical terms, assuming it is going to be 
balanced, yes. But we need to have not only a balance, but a surplus 
to pay off our debt. 

Senator Dovenas. We have produced evidence at previous hearings 
that even according to the administration estimates, the effect on the 
Federal budget for the fiscal year 1960 would not exceed $70 million, 
and our staff has produced estimates indicating total expenditures of 
$23 million. I think the staff has just as much a chance of being 
right as the administration, and if you split the difference between 
them, it would be somewhere around $45 million or $50 million out of 
a $77 billion Federal budget, or about one- thirteenth of 1 percent. 
The total gross national product would be around $500 billion or $480 
billion, let us say. 

Would $50 million have any inflationary effect on the gross national 
product of $480 billion ? 

Mr. Martin. Mathematically, very little, Senator, but this is more 
than mathematics. I will be very careful not to have any quotations 
from Disraeli tomorrow. 

Senator Doveras. I am going to go back and look it up and see 
where that came from. 

In other words, are not the administration and the Senator from 
Connecticut straining at a gnat and swallowing a camel ? 
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Senator Busn. Will the Senator yield for a question ? 

Senator Dove.as. Certainly. 

Senator Busu. The Senator himself has said, and published in a 
book of his at one time—I don’t remember the title, but I have it, a 
very fine book—that in times of prosperity, times of high economic 
activity, high levels of production, and so forth, it was desirable to 
have a surplus. 

Senator Doveras. Yes, absolutely, and that is why we introduced 
these loophole amendments against which you voted, with the excep- 
tion of one of them. 

Senator Busu. So the Senator still feels—I am glad to have this 
confirmed—the Senator feels strongly as he did then ? 

Senator Dovexas. That is right. That is why I am going to vote 
for a cut in foreign aid, too. 

Senator Busu. Isthat so? 

Senator Dove.as. I think we should cut shipbuilding subsidies, ship 
operating subsidies, excessive purchase of metals, excessive stockpiling 
of metals, silver purchases—a whole series of these subsidies. If the 
Senator from Connecticut will only join me in this, we will go hand 
in hand together. 

Senator Busn. Why will the Senator from Illinois not give us his 
own private budget? That might bea big help to us. 

Senator Doveias. That would be—— 

Senator Busu. Maybe there would be something in it to agree with. 

Senator Dovetas. That would be just as a hundredth part of grain 
of sand on the whole seashore of life. 

I have no more questions. 

Senator Cargenart. No questions. Thank you very much. 

Senator Doveias. Thank you. 

(The following were received for the record :) 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 
July 30, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN J. SPARKMAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR SPARKMAN: This is to clarify two points which came up during 
my testimony yesterday before the Housing Subcommittee. 

In my prepared statement, the remark was made that “in the postwar period, 
nonfarm home mortgages have accounted for over one-third of the overall 
increase in outstanding net debt, including all mortgages, securities, and other 
obligations.” The question was raised whether or not this included internal 
corporate financing. internal financing was excluded. 

A second question concerned the place where Benjamin Disraeli made the 
statement which I quoted. He did so in a speech given in London on July 18, 
1874. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wma. McC. Martin, Jr. 


BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, 
Washington, July 31, 1959. 
Hon. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
Chairman, Banking and Currency Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for the Board’s views 
on §. 2378, now pending before the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 
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a bill containing provisions on FHA insurance programs, housing for the elderly, 
Federal National Mortgage Association, urban renewal, college housing, armed 
services housing, and miscellaneous matters. 

Many of the comments I made on S. 57 while testiffying before the Senate 
Housing Subcommittee on Wednesday, July 29, would also be applicable to S. 
2378. The Board favors provisions of S. 2378 that would extend the FHA insur- 
ance program for armed services housing, the FHA title I property improvement 
loan insurance program, and the voluntary home mortgage credit program. Like- 
wise the Board favors the proposed increase in general mortgage insurance 
authority for the Federal Housing Administration, although, as 1 indicated in 
my testimony, the Board would deem it wiser to remove all limits upon FHA 
insurance in force. These limits have no useful purpose. If they were removed, 
Congress would still have an opportunity, through the appropriations process, 
to review annually the standards under which the program is operated. | 

The Board has strong reservations about certain other provisions of S. 2378. 
One concerns the proposed reduction in statutory minimum ececeen nts on 
homes with FHA-insured mortgages, about which I commented in my testimony. 
This reduction does not appear warranted under present circumstances when 
construction and mortgage lending are near or at record levels, pressure on 
capital markets is strong and increasing, and general economic activity is rapidly 
expanding. What is needed now are measures to increase the rate of saving, 
not the rate of borrowing. 

Another provision of S. 2378 would exclude FHA-insured home mortgage loans 
held by national banks from the limits currently imposed by the Federal Reserve 
Act on the amount of real estate loans that a national bank may hold in rela- 
tion to its capital and surplus or its time and savings deposits. Such a relaxa- 
tion of limits would have the effect of increasing the total amount of other 
real estate loans that a national bank could hold. Thus it would tend to lengthen 
the average maturity of bank assets and diminish bank liquidity. This statutory 
change does not seem desirable. 

In conclusion, the Board wishes to state once again its deep concern about the 
problems of inflationary developments in the American economy and to express 
its hope that every effort will be made to harmonize housing programs with 
fiscal and monetary policies directed toward achieving economic stability which 
is essential to sustained growth. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. McC. MARTIN, Jr. 


Senator Dovetas. We are very happy indeed to welcome Dr. Sey- 
mour Harris, one of the most eminent economists in the country, to 
testify. 

I regret, Dr. Harris, I must leave almost immediately, but I know 
that you will be safe in the hands of the Senator from Pennsylvania, 
and the Senator from Indiana. I hope you will forgive me. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Ciark. Let me say, Dr. Harris, your trip was not in vain. 
You can rest assured your testimony will be read and considered by 
the members who are not here, and the staff will consider it very 
arefully, and you will have just as good an audience as if the whole 
subcommittee were here. 


STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR HARRIS, HARVARD UNIVERSITY 


Mr. Harris. Thank you very much, Senator. I am very glad to 
be here. 

I might say, Senator Clark, I only received word on Sunday I was 
to come down here, so I wrote a very short summary of what I had 
to say. My secretary unfortunately was on leave, so I am amazed I 
got any thing out at all. 


43777—59——31 
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Sen: one Criark. If I may interrupt, you are in better shape than 
the late Justice of the Supreme Court, Oliver Wendell Holmes, who 
said he was sorry he did not have time to write a short opinion. 

Mr. Harris. I might also say, Senator, it is my understanding that 
I will fill inas Irun along my notes. 

I might say, Senator, since I testify about five times a year on 
various problems, this has been the most nonpartisan group of Demo- 
crat and Republican Senators I have seen in a long time, at least in any 
hearing I have ever re I thing that is all to the good. 

I might say right off. I do not like the President’s statement, but 
I do not hold him: responsible for it. I think his advisers misled him. 

Senator CLrarkK. Can you tell who those advisers were ¢ 

Mr. Harris. I was hoping I would find out here, but if you people 
here do not know, I do not think I - 

Is inflation the great threat? I do not believe so. Over 120 years 
this country has averaged little more than a 1-percent price rise per 
year, and most of this ‘has occurred in war and early postwar. 

In the last 10 years we have had 20 percent inflation and a rise out- 
put of 35 percent. Exclusive of the effects of the Korean war, the 
price rise averaged only 1 percent per year—not a tie: record. 

We have now had price stability for a whole year. Yet the author- 
ities in Washington continue to frighten the eas by crying infla- 
tion on every occasion. Inflation is used as an excuse to discour age 
desired programs just as the cry of socialism used to be raised. 

Senator Clark, I think I agree in a general way with your position 
as I understand it, that sometimes infl ation has to give way to other 
objectives. I think we may feel it is important to be secure even if 
it does mean a little inflation, and there are objectives of economic 
life other than inflation. My theme is the housing bill is not infla- 
tionary in any case. 

So the net result, therefore, is I am arguing that the bill is not in- 
flationary, and if we try too hard to stop inflation, we may find our- 
selves in recessions. 

We have suddenly moved from a $12 billion deficit to a zero deficit. 
This, in itself, isa highly deflationary movement. 

I might say, Senator, the $12 billion deficit helped bring about the 
recovery. We can cry as much as we like about this deficit, but it is 
also true it was the major factor in bringing about a situation where 
investment picked up. 

I may also say the emergency housing bill sponsored by this com- 
mittee was the only major contribution of the Government in dealing 
with the recession by the first quarter of 1958, when we had already 
had 9 months of recession. 

When you consider the fact we all, Republicans and Democrats, ex- 
pect a rise of about $200 billion in our national income within 10 
years, it is quite difficult to understand why we should worry so much 
about a spending program which, according to various estimates, as 
Senator Clark indicated, is really a very small item. 

Coming to some specific points made by President Eisenhower's 
advisers and what he said upon their advice. For example, he refers 
to the year 1999. What he said was any expenditure in 1999 is just 
the same as an expenditure today. That is rather silly because, as we 
all know, a dollar today that has to be paid in 1999 is an entirely dif- 
ferent matter for two reasons: 
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In the first place, assuming 1 percent inflation, assuming no great 
war, we are almost certain to have a trebling of the total amount of 
dollars or income, so in that sense the burden of a dollar in 1999 will 
be only one-third as much. 

Senator Ciarkx. Professor Harris, I think you had better clarify 
what is in your mind. Senator Capehart and I understand it, but 
others may not. 

When you refer to 1999, you are referring to the President’s men- 
tion of $2.2 billion estimate of the cost of this, which included the cost 
of public housing all the way through 1999 ¢ 

Mr. Harris. That is right. For the first time, the President. in- 
cluded this as an obligational matter. It has never been included as 
such before. 

Then, on top of that, you have the point that part of this money will 
be paid in 1999, 1998, and so forth, so that in the sense that the money 
will be paid, not today, but in 1998, 1997, and so on, it is a much 
smaller item. 

There is a second point here. The second point is you have the 
growth of the economy, and the slight amount of inflation we have as- 
sumed, so actually a payment in 1999, allowing both for the fact the 
payment comes 40 years later on and the fact there will be three times 
as many dollars, means there is an exaggeration as far as the 1999 seg- 
ment goes, and a smaller exaggeration as you go back to 1997 and 
1996. 

The President has unfortunately confused spending and loans—and 
when I say “the President,” I hope you understand I mer his 
advisers. 

The President has confused spending and loans. This is perhaps 
not too serious. A perhaps more serious criticism is that the Presi- 
dent, for the first time, included this item as an obligational matter. 

The President also says a rise of public expenditure would be at the 
expense of private interest. The assumption, therefore, is that pri- 
vate spending is good and public spending is bad. There are all 
kinds of ideological issues here I am sure many of us would disagree 
on. But I hope we all would agree private spending may be just as 
inflationary as public spending. 

If you look at the table in my statement you will notice what has 
happened to the rise of debt from 1952 to 1958. The Federal debt is 
$10 billion, an increase of 4 percent in debt. 

State and local government is $25 billion, a rise of debt of 97 
percent. 

Private is $168 billion, a rise of debt of 55 percent. 

If you think of demand as being filled by either Federal Govern- 
ment, State or local, or private interests, I think you would have to 
agree all things being equal, the great inflation and expansion we 
have, or the inflation we fear, is not the inflation brought about the 
Federal Government primarily, but by State and local government 
and private enterprise. A dollar is a dollar on the market, whether 
it 1s spent by the Government or by private individuals, or by State 
and local governments. ; 

Senator CLark. Professor Harris, do you have any figures which 
would help us to determine to what extent that enormous increase in 
the private debt was individual debt, incurred either through mort- 
gage financing or through time buying of consumer goods? 
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Mr. Harris. That is all included in the President’s Economic Re- 
port, and I have it in my bag, but I will not read it at this time. 

Senator Ciark. But a large part of the increase is in that sector, 
Is it not / 

Mr. Harris. In what ? 

Senator Ciark. In the individual debt for the mortgages. 

Mr. Harris. Yes; it is a very large item, a very large item. Our 
mortgages have been rising about $12 billion a year, and our con- 
sumer credit about $3 or $4 billion a year, something like that, so 
that both these items are very important. 

There is one other interesting thing about the President’s message. 
This question really arose when Mr. Martin was here. The point is 
this guarantee system. 

If you look at the figures on guarantees, you get an amazing 
picture. 

Guarantees can be as inflationary as loans. From fiscal year 1954 
to fiscal year 1960, guar — are up by $42 billion and loans by 
only $7 billion. In fiscal year 1960, loans are to rise by $800 million 
and guarantees by $12.2 billion, or only 7 percent as much as guaran- 
tees. That ison the basis of the President's budget. 

Why is there this great enthusiasm for guarantees? Any Senator 
knows the reason for this is that guarantees do not count in the 
budget, so it does not show up badly. The net result, therefore, is the 
more guarantees the better, and the President’s veto message said, 

“Let us have more and more guarantees, with no limit, or anything of 
that sort.” I noticed Mr. Martin said the same thing, but later seemed 
to hesitate a bit about it. 

This is part of a general change in budgetary economy which has 
worried me a great deal. What the administration is trying to do is 
not to balance the budget, but to balance the budget account, which 
is a very different thing. For example, the tendency is to rent post 
offices, not to build them; the sale of assets of all kinds; making the 
FNMA raise money, rather than the Treasury; the guarantee sys stem; 
the failure to appropriate hundreds of millions of dollars for the 
civil service funds. 

Take the road program as an example. Where is it? It is a $60 
billion program, originally planned as a $100 billion program, taken 
completely out of the budget. These are programs the administra- 
tion seems to like very much, and undoubtedly one reason is that these 
do not show up as budgetary deficits. 

Let us take a look at the housing picture for a minute. From 1951-53 
fiscal years to 1958-60, according. to budgets of the President, housing 
declined by 18 percent, and this was in a period when the gross national 
product rose by 40 percent. So housing, as far as the Government 
sector is concerned, has become a much less important matter than it 
was before. 

The GNP, for example, in fiscal 1960, according to my best esti- 
mates—and there would be some difference of a few billion dollars 
here among various people—my general estimate would be that from 
1959 fiscal year to 1960 fiscal year you are going to have a rise of 
GNP of more than $30 billion, and it might be as much as $40 billion. 
In the same period, according to the budgetary statement, housing ex- 
penditures will decline from $1,017 million to $268 million. 
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If you want to take another look at what is happening to our econ- 
omy, go from 1953 to 1960, and you will find a rise in GNP of $144 
billion. 

Senator Crark. Let me interrupt a moment,if I may, to point 
this out: You are being extremely fair in this comparison, because you 
are not adjusting GN P toa per capita basis, nor are you indicating 
the additional needs in housing and welfare. 

Mr. Harris. That is exactly right; yes. 

In housing versus roads, one of the things which is puzzling me a 
good deal is ‘that a few years ago we pushed through a $40 billion, 13- 
year road program. Two years later the estimated costs rose by 40 
percent. I would call this an inflationary program. The Government 
had asked for $100 billion at first, but this was turned down by an 
aroused Congress. 

When you consider these programs, the road programs, and com- 
pare them with either education or with housing, one is really aston- 
ished that there has been such an outery about the inflationary effects 
of housing, or the excessive amount of public money being spent on 
housing, when you consider what is being spent on ro: ids. 

Senator Crark. I think we have to remember what is good for 
General Motors is presumably good for the United States. 

Mr. Harris. I went through the hearings on the roads, and I was 
amazed at how well organized the road people were. I think the Sen- 
ators know better than I do how well organized they are. I know the 
education people are the worst or ganized people of all, because I have 
had some exper ience in this field. I would be surprised if the housing 
people are anywhere near as well organized or as effective in getting 
what they should have as are the road people. 

My own guess is the highway program really got across because it 
was shunted to a trust fund, and therefore was not shown up in the 
budget. 

Another interesting thing, of course 

Senator SparKMAN. That was before the administration became 
concerned about back-door financing. 

Mr. Harris. What was that? 

Senator SparKkMAN. Before the administration became concerned 
with back-door financing. 

Mr. Harris. Yes. 

Senator SparkMAn.: Which it had pursued for many years. 

Mr. Harris. Quite right, sir. 

Another thing about the President’s message was, he said, “Let us 
shift the burden to State and local government.” T his is an old thing, 
to always put it on the State and local government; it is nearer to 
the people. 

The explanation of this is that it is assumed if it is passed on to the 
city and State governments, it will not be done. It is an interesting 
thing, taking city government first, that about 50 or 60 years ago the 
city ‘governments spent about five times as much money as St: te gov- 
ernments. Today they are roughly equal. 

As bad as the financial position of State government: is, it is quite 
surprising that the State government has had to take more and more 
of the burdens of city government, and this change of ratio from 5 to 
1 to 1 to 1 suggests some of the difficulties the city governments are 
having today. 
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When you come to the State governments, the situation is perfectly 
terrible. I know this firsthand, because I have been an adviser to 
the New England Governors. And I might say if you take a look at 
the whole picture, what you find is since 1946 the total expenditures of 
State and local governments have risen four times; their indebtedness 
has gone up 300 percent; and there is hardly a State which is not in 
some kind of crisis. 

From the viewpoint of inflation, any attempt such as the President 
suggests, to put a larger part of this program on State and local gov- 
ernments, will mean inflation, because most of the State and local 
taxes, as you know—I might say Pennsylvania is better than most 
States on this—on the whole are on commodities. The proportion 
of direct taxes in State and local finance is only one-quarter as large 
in the Federal Government. The direct taxes are not passed in the 
same sense, but the commodity taxes are. 

Therefore, if you want to inflate the program, the thing to do is to 
transfer the burden to the State and local governments. 

Senator Ciark. More than that, Professor Harris, the State tax 
systems, generally speaking, have regressed, while the Federal tax 
program, generally speaking, is progressing, and is based on capacity 
to pay. 

Mr. Harris. I am sorry to hear you call me “Professor,” because 
my theory has always been, coming ‘down here these few years, when 
a Senator calls a witness “Professor,” he does not like him. If he 
calls him, “Doctor,” you can be reasonably sure he does. 

Senator Crark. Doctor, we can always call them “Professor” after 
Republican members of the committee have left the room. 

Senator SparkMAN. May I interject there that I have had the 
pleasure of sitting on committees many times, before which you testi- 
fied, and I think you may recall I never addressed you by any term 
other than “Doctor. 

Mr. Harris. Thank you, sir. You have always been one of my 
favorite Senators, I may say. You are one of the few Senators who 
would have gotten me away from the Cape during this hot period. 
I really weakened when I heard you wanted me to come down. 

Going to college loans, 1 might say, Senator, I consider myself an 
expert in the field of college iy ‘ have been spending a consid- 
erable amount of Ford Foundation money the last 3 years making 
a study of the economies of higher education. I notice the President 
is unhi appy about the $300 million college loan program and the $62 
million in college classroom loans. 

Is this really inflationary? Let me give you some idea of what 
the financial problems of higher educ ation are. This, by the way, 
will be published by McGraw-Hill pretty soon, and I hope every 
Senator will buy a copy. 

We now have operating budgets of almost $4 billion. We expect 
that by 1970 we will need $9 billion to $10 billion, exclusive of con- 
struction. We will need $11 billion including construction, so we need 
something like $7 billion more. 

At the ‘present time, the Federal Government provides $500 million 
toward higher education, which is not a subsidy, but a payment for 
services rendered. About two-thirds are research expenditures. The 
Federal Government contribution dropped from 36 percent in 1943 to 
44 to 15 percent in 1957 to 58, a period of 14 years. 
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What do the colleges need above everything else? Above every- 
thing else they need buildings. They need roughly $1.5 billion a year 
for the next 10 years, on the basis of various estimates, for buildings, 
and they have available only half of that sum. Any college president 
will tell you that is the toughest money to get. 

There is no question but the Federal Government will have to make 

a higher contribution, and the only question is what form it will 
take. I must confess when you look at this deficiency of $7 billion 
and wonder where it 1s coming from, I have made some nh Ps 
and my own calculation is that on the basis of past trends you will 
vet $1 billion out of State and local governments. You might con- 
ceivably get $1 billion, which will be a great strain on State and local 
governments. You must not forget they will have to finance non- 
higher education as well as these ‘other programs. If the State and 
local governments financed all the additional money involved or a 
large part of it, all the increased revenues would go to education and 
be absorbed by it. 

Senator CLrark. You are not including anything in there for an in- 
crease in teachers’ salaries, either ? 

Mr. Harris. Yes, lam. That is included. I am including an in- 
crease in teachers’ salaries. 

But the real difficulty is the doubling of enrollment and the costs of 
construction. Even though gifts account for only $500 million a year 
now, I am assuming a really “outstanding program might give you an 
additional $1 billion a year in 10 years. 

I am also assuming—and I am being blasted by the land-grant col- 
leges for this—the students will have to pay twice as much as they 
now pay. That is $5 billion, on the most generous assumption. 

It is still short $2 billion. If you do not get these $2 billion, you 
are either going to have students not getting into college, or wet a 
deteriorated product. The Federal Government will have to make 
some contribution. The question is: Where can this contribution be 
most effective? I cannot see any area except loans for students and 
buildings that will be more effective. 

So in a sense it is antiinflationary, because this is the program that 
will cost you the least, relatively speaking. If you look at the total 
program and think of the total amount of money you will need in 
this kind of situation, I see no better solution than some help on 
buildings. 

I will even go a little farther than the committee has dared to go. 
T would say there is a case for something like the Hill-Burton Act for 
hospitals in this situation. This is the money that is needed most. 

What are the alternatives which colleges and others are pressing 
for? One is tax relief. I think it would be disgraceful to erode the 
tax base further through tax relief, especially because about half of 
this money would be wasted and go to people who do not need it. 
The most interesting thing is the program that is being pushed most 
by the trade assoc iations, so to speak, 1 in higher education, a program 
for tax relief which would make it possible for any man who makes 
a contribution not only to education, but for any other charitable pur- 
pose, to get the same relief as a very rich man. 

In other words, if a very rich man pays 10 cents, the Government 
pays 90 cents. The theory is: Why not have a similar situation for 
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a poor man, who has an income of $5,000, where he pays 20 cents and 
the Government pays 90 cents? Of course, the trouble with that is 
that it just costs about $5 billion to the taxpayer. 

The scholarship progr am has more to be said for it, but even that 
involves a lot of waste. So I am all for this building program. I 
would extend it to classrooms, and I would even include some grants, 
I think on the whole this would be the least inflationary program you 
could possibly put across for higher education. 

When we talk about inflation, you want to think in terms of what 
a small amount is involved as far as public housing, et cetera, goes. 
What are the major inflationary factors after all? They are wages 
beyond those justified by rising productivity, administered prices be- 
yond the level suggested by rising costs, excessive private investment, 
and unwillingness to use antiinflationary weapons and ineffective use 
of these weapons, and also passing the burden on to the State and 
local governments. 

These are the major threats to inflation. These, not the $22 mil- 
lion added for urban renewal in 8S. 57 and the few hundred millions 
of additional loans, are the question marks in our economy. 

Above all, after years of recourse to tax cuts and starvation of 
the welfare program, is it not time to divert a small percentage, 
say 5 to 10 percent, of the expected growth of $20 billion yearly to 
these services? Surely the additional funds in S. 57 would absorb 
a minute part of this annual growth and the accompanying annual 
$4 billion to $5 billion of added taxes at current rates. 

Senator Sparkman, I remember the 1956 campaign where Presi- 
dent Eisenhower said something about these dreamers who think it 
is possible to increase welfare expenditure and increase income, and 
cut taxes and balance the budget. Yet, when you look back, that 
is just exactly what President E isenhower did from 1954 to 1956, 
and I think the general theory is correct, that out of this large rise 
of income we can finance some of these programs, have some tax cut, 
and still have a relatively balanced budget. So I do not think this 
is merely the work of a dreamer. 

Let me point out if you go back, say, to the years 1952 to 1958, what 
we have had is an increase of $22 billion of tax revenue. If you ‘allow 
for the $7.5 billion tax cut which is now roughly $12 billion at the 
present income rate, you have something like $34 billion additional 
tax money. These gains of a rising income have been put at the dis- 
posal of the taxpayer who, on the whole, is a rel: atively wealthy man 
in society, and have not been put at the disposal, as I mentioned before, 
of our welfare expenditures. 

Therefore, as a net result, what you get is a tendency on the part 
of the Government to use the gains of an improving economic so- 
ciety to provide tax cuts, and not to provide the necessary welfare 
programs of which this, of course, would be one. 

I will just take 2 minutes to summarize what Mr. Martin has said, 
and oe make three or four comments on it. I seem to be his 
nemesis. I think this is the third or fourth time I have followed 
him. 

I would like to make a few comments on what Mr. Martin said. I 
am a great admirer of Mr. Martin. He is a man of great courage. I 
do not agree with him 100 percent on flexible interest rates and free 
markets and things of that sort. 
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Let me conclude that since the budget is balanced, I do not believe 
these small expenditures which have been ex cagger ated by the adminis- 
tration are going to have any serious effect on the inflationary process. 
The amounts are very small. What is more, they should be distin- 
guished in terms of w vhether they are e expenditures, loans, guarantees, 
or whatnot, and whether they are going to be spent today or tomor- 
row. That was not made clear in the President’s message, Senator 
Sparkman, although in your excellent paper you made that quite 
clear 

My general theory is that this kind of program will not be financed 
out of inflation or manufactured money, but out of a rising gross 
national product which will be accompanied by increasing supplies 
of money. 

You may be interested to know that the period from 1948 to 1959 
was one of the few periods in American history when in terms of 
real value per capita we had an actual decline in the total supply of 
money. This is really sensational in a period like the present. 

I would also like to point out that if the President is so concerned 
about inflation, he might take a look at the guarantees, which, in 
general, I approve of. But I think if there is going to be any in- 
flation, it is not going to be because of these expenditures on housing, 
et cetera, but will be due to a much greater extent to his great expan- 
sion of ouar: antees, which have been especially marked in his own 
administration. 

Financing out of a rising GNP is, therefore, the approach. 

I also argue that out of the rising income we should emphasize 
increase of expenditures much more than we have in the past. 

May I repeat what I said previously, that one of the major contribu- 
tions to getting us out of the recession was the emergency bill of 
1958. It is just too bad we did not have the 1958 bill later on. It 
probably would have saved us many times what we lost. 

Let me point out that the President, or his budgetary advisers, 
have, in general, confused the public in their accounting system. They 
tend to underestimate real expenditures, but are always transferring 
money from the budget to other accounts. The one exception to this 
is his veto message, where he moves in exac tly the opposite direction, 
where he exaggerates the amount of expenditures by including as an 
obligation an item that was never included as such before. 

Let me say just a word or two on the Martin statement which I 
wrote down as he was speaking. He started off by saying guarantees 
were dangerous things, but later on he said he approved. 

I was interested i in what Senator Douglas said, that apparently Mr. 
Martin has one view on infiation, and the President has another view. 
I read this somewhat differently. I said to myself that Mr. Martin 

wants independence for the Federal Reserve; the President says Mr. 
Martin must have independence; and yet when it came to this general 
issue of the inflationary effects of this very small program, Mr. Mar- 
tin was taking the lead from the President. In this case he was not so 
terribly independent. 

I will not go into the issue of the flexible interest rate. I think 
Senator Clark covered that while I was sitting here. I have said 
many time the theory of the flexible interest rate belong to the years 
of Ricardo, and not the years of Keynes and modern economics. 
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I think I agree with what Senator Clark said about the possibility 
of dealing with this problem not through an overall treatment. Very 
often, in order to help a patient who is sick, you do not necessarily 
give him general treatment or blood or an oxygen tank. Very often, 
the most effective way is to deal with a particular organ. Very often 
you can get a better distribution of spending, as Senator Clark sug- 
gested, through spending more money on housing, with controls of 
that kind, and less money on other things. 

Another interesting thing about the Martin statement was that he 
was terribly concerned about this tremendous increase in housing. 
I think Senator Clark implied that perhaps he was barking up the 
wrong tree, because, after all, he was talking about the general ex- 
penditures on housing; he was not saying very much about the public 
expenditures, although when pressed he did say perhaps this was 
not so bad, except it might have a psychological effect. 

Here I think Senator Douglas was right in saying that when you 
look at the GNP, this is certainly small potatoes. And how this 
would have a very serious psychological effect on the market—my 
advice would be to Mr. Martin and other members of the adminis- 
tration to stop talking so much about inflation, and people would 
not desert the bond market and go out and buy equities, and we would 
not have to worry about the rise in the equity market. 

If Mr. Martin would cut down on housing, he ought to look at 
other things. 

That is all I have to say. I am sorry I talked so fast and so long, 
but I was afraid you might cut me off before I finished. 

Senator SparKMan. Doctor, you could keep talking as long as you 
wished ; we would not cut you off. 

Mr. Harris. I am sorry Senator Capehart was not here. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. He asked me to express his regret. 

Mr. Harris. I hoped Senator Bush would be here, because I wanted 
to tell him I know his daughter, who is one of the most handsome 
women I know. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. I will transmit that message to him. Being a 
doting father, I know how he would feel about it. 

Let me say you always bring us a refreshing message, whatever 
the subject matter may be. You have given us, I think a tremendous 
presentation this morning. I am just sorry I was not here for all 
of it. 

Mr. Harris. You did not miss very much of it. 

Senator SparKMAN. I have read your notes anyhow. 

As to that last statement of yours about examining some other 
programs, I just happened to think of this—and I have no reason 
to bring you in on it; I do not know that you have even given any 
thought to it. We have been rather puzzled in this committee by 
an administration proposal to have the Federal National Mortgage 

Association transfer perhaps as much as a billion dollars worth of 
mortgages it holds in its portfolio as a result of its secondary opera- 
tions. Exchange them for bonds that are 234- otras bonds, not 
callable, not convertible, before 1975, except for a 114-percent bond. 
They want to go in and swap those now, and they aan to this com- 
mittee it would result in a cost that probably would run to $50 million 
or more. 
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What. I have never been able to;understand was why they proposed 
to take that loss on this particular transfer, that is not hurting the 
budget. That is provided for in the budget; it does not hurt it. But 
when we come in with a program which we insist would cost. only 
$24 million in 1960 more than the President’s own budget, that is 
excessive, unnecessary, extravagant, inflationary, and all of these other 
ugly adjectives they apply to it. 

Mr. Harris. They should not be worried about it. 

Senator SparkMAN. We have been thinking in this committee about 
some of the windfalls which they admit will take place in that trans- 
action, $40 million, plus a loss in interest, plus a tax loss of $15 million, 
plus some unknown factors which they are not willing to figure on. 

Mr. Harris. Another example like this is the bill tr ansferring 
Government securities from the Federal Reserve. The profits w ould 
go to the commercial banks, and the commercial banks would have 
their reserves reduced and could buy these bonds. The rate of interest 
would have to rise sufficiently so the people would buy these $10 
million or $12 million of bonds, which would cause inflation. 

This is one of the most absurd handouts T have seen in a long time. 

Senator SparkMAN. This thing I mentioned to you seems to be an 
analogous situation that, certainly to me, seems entirely inconsistent 
with their viewpoint on the cost of housing. 

Mr. Harris. I agree with you. 

Senator SparkMan. Of course, may I say this, that historically the 
Federal: Reserve Board has argued that housing was inflationary. It 
seems to me what they need to ‘do is come to a recognition of the essen- 
tiality of shelter for American families. Apparently they have never 
accepted that. 

There is one other thing I want to ask you about. You have dis- 
cussed college housing from the standpoint of being inflationary, but 
those who wrote the President’s s message had another descr iptive term. 

By the way, we have not been able to find out who wrote it. I under- 
stand Mr. Martin said they had nothing to do with it. 

Senator CLark. He said they were not even consulted. 

Senator Sparkman. Even the Budget Bureau said they had noth- 
ing to do with it. That was a little surprising to me. Of course, the 
Director of the Budget was not here. His deputy said that. I do not 
know what part the Director may have had in it. 

But they also said in this veto message which the President was 
induced to sign, that in the case of college “housing, and also in the case 
of housing for elder ly people, the interest rates were less than the cost 
of money to the Government, and were subsidized by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

I placed in the record yesterday something that I am sure you are 
familiar with. 

The F ederal Government, of course, as you know, borrows from the 
old-age survivors insurance trust fund. They have borrowed, through 
June 30, I believe it is, $17,227 million from that trust fund, at 2.566 
percent ‘interest. We ‘proposed i in S. 57 a formula which results in 
interest being paid to the Federal Government at 314 percent. Is there 
any subsidy ¢ : 

Mr. Harris. They are cheating the old with this philosophy. 

Senator Sparkman. I did not say it quite that strongly. 
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Mr. Harris. I think the law says the Treasury is supposed to pay 
interest on the money it borrows from the old-age survivors insurance 
trust fund at the highest rate the Government pays for its bonds. 

Senator SparKMAN. I am just thinking about the average rate that 
has been paid for that, of a little better than 2.5 percent, which we 
propose they lend out in repayable loans at 31 percent. 

Would you call that a subsidy ? 

Mr. Harris. No. I agree with what Senator Clark said, if I under- 
stand him correctly. You see, this is what the economists, using a 
technical term, call ‘the average versus the modular rate. The average 

rate is what you say it the proper rate. What they want you to charge 
is the modular rate, the rate on the last unit they ‘borrowed. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is 414 percent, or 47, 10 percent, or what- 
ever it is going to be. 

Mr. Harris. I think what you are really implying is that in 1959 
the rates are awfully high, but how do we know they are going to 
be high at the time when these loans will be repaid, so from that 
viewpoint is it not better and more fair to have an average rate? 

Senator SparkMAN. That is what we provided for. By the way, 
it is recomputed every 6 months. 

Mr. Harris. I could use another argument. 

Senator SparkMan. No, it is recomputed once a year. 

Mr. Harris. Is it? You mean the college housing thing is recom- 
puted every year? 

Senator SparkMAN. For college housing? That is a flexible rate. 

Mr. Harris. But if you make a “contract, say for 30 years for dormi- 
tories, do you not get your rate fixed then and there? 

Senator Sparkman. It is fixed. But for new contracts it is re- 
computed. 

Mr. Harris. New contracts? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Harris. I would argue against that even more than this. That 
argument simply is that this is the cheapest kind of aid to higher 
education. You compare what that costs—and I have done that— 
and there is a difference of only 1 percent or something of the sort. 

Senator Sparkman. Are you familiar with S. 1017? 

Mr. Harris. What is that? 

Senator SparKmMAN. The administration’s bill for aid to colleges, 
in which they proposed some kind of underwriting of 20-year indebt- 
edness of grants, with $500 million to be made ay ailable over the next 
4 years. 

Mr. Harris. Yes; and none of the colleges likes it. 

Senator Sparkman. Yet the administration sees nothing inflation- 
ary in it, nothing subsidized; it does not hurt the budget. They can 
stand it, stand the $500 million, but they cannot stand a loan program 
at a profitable rate of interest. 

Senator Crark. I think one reason the colleges do not like it is be- 

cause they have to take a pauper’s oath to get the money. They would 
rather borrow the money in a self-respecting way and be prepared 
to pay it back. 

Mr. Harris. I know the college trade associations testified against 
that bill. 

Senator SrarkMan. We had them yesterday. 
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Mr. Harris. Not against your bill. 

Senator SparkMAN. I say we had them here yesterday, Dr. Han- 
nah, representing five different organizations, and Dr. Ellis of Juniata 
College, representing the American Association of Colleges. It was 
very fine testimony they gave us. If you have an opportunity, I 
think you would enjoy reading it. 

Mr. Harris. I intend to read it. 

Senator SparkMAN. I am sure you lave all of these in mind, but I 
think sometimes it is refreshing for us to remember. Let me run 
over hurriedly the different funds the Government has borrowed from, 
and the different rates of interest at which those borrowings have 
been made. 

Under the old-age survivors insurance trust fund—and many of the 
contributors to that fund would be benefited under a housing program 
for the elderly—that was $1714 billion, at a little better than 214 

percent, 

The railroad retirement fund—a lot of these contributors would be 
eligible for elderly housing—the Government has borrowed almost 
$31, billion, at an average r ~ 3 ee 

Civil service retirement fund; » billion, at 25¢ percent. 

Unemployment insurance trust find, $5,636 million at 284 percent. 

Servicemen’s life insurance is paid by veterans. If we could chan- 
nel that into veterans’ housing, certainly the fund would benefit by the 
higher rate of interest. I am not asking you to comment on that. 
But the Government has borrowed $5,741 million at an average in- 
terest rate of 5 percent. 

Do you think the statement that these were subsidized interest rates 
on college loans and loans for elderly housing can be sustained ? 

Mr. Harris. I do not think so, Senator, and I would make another 
point here. Iam afraid Mr. Martin might pick it up anyway. That 
is that this isa high-rate administration. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. I think we all would agree to that. 

Mr. Harris. In every form. 

Senator Sparkman. And has been, arbitrarily , since November 
1952. They even started planning ahead of that time. 

Mr. Harris. The point I would make is that if they do believe so 
much in the free market and high rates as a means of dealing with a 
business cyele—and I do not go nearly a s far as they do on this—then 
they ought to welcome this kind of Saamminatinn of rates, because 
this makes it easier for them to do the kind of job they w ant to do 
vis-a-vis the free market, in other words, where it really pinches 
hard, and where they will have political pressure. Then you give a 
special advantage, if you assume it is an advantage. I ‘think this 
might make their high-money rate more palatable, and I hope for that 
reason they will not use this argument. 

Senator SparKMAN. It might be discriminatory in their favor. 

Thank you so much. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator Crark. No questions. I just want to thank Professor 
Harris for coming down here. 

Mr. Harris. I see the stenotypist looking unhappy, so I want to 
tell her I am the béte noir of all stenotypists. T have to suffer when 
I get this back. I have to spend a d: ay going over what I say, so I 
pay part of the penalty for this. 
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Senator SparKMAN. Thank you very much. 
(Mr. Harris’ prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR E. HARRIS, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS, HARVARD 
UNIVERSITY 


One of the major criticisms of S. 57 made by the President was that the hous- 
ing bill is inflationary. The President's advisers have misled him. 
{. Is inflation the great threat? 

1 do not believe so. Over 120 years this country has averaged little more than 
1 percent price rise per year; and most of this has occurred in war and early 
postwar. 

In the last 10 vears we have had 20 percent inflation and a rise of output of 
35 percent. Exclusive of the effects of the Korean war, the price rise averaged 
only 1 percent per year—not a bad record. 

We have now had price stability for a whole year. Yet the authorities in 
Washington continue to frighten the Nation by crying inflation on every occasion. 

Inflation is used as an excuse to discourage desired programs just as the cry 
of socialism used to be raised. 
>, The Federal budget is roughly in balance now 

Hence the housing progranis should be considered in the light of the overall 
budget situation. 

In fact, a sudden transition from a $12 billion deficit which helped retrieve 
the economy to a balanced budget in 1959-60 is a highly deflationary develop- 
ment. 


3. Financing the housing program out of tar revenucs is not inflationary 

Housing services have risen in prices more than the general price index, 
(128 versus 129 with 1947-49=100). Surely a rise of housing supplies would 
depress prices rather than reduce them. In this sense, housing is anti-infla- 
tionary as against, say, defense, which means destruction rather than additions. 


}. The President has confused expenditures and loans 


it is unfortunate that the President refers in his veto to $2.2 billion of ex- 
penditures, even though $475 million are in fact loans. He also includes $874 
million for 45,000 public housing units, even though their financing will go on 
until 1999 with an average subsidy of $22 million a year. 

‘he President has not only confused spending and loans, but he has also 
included as an obligational authority future costs of financing public housing—a 
new departure in accounting introduced to inflate estimates of costs. 

What the President is saying is that a financing charge of $22 million due in 
1999 should be counted as an expenditure in 1960. This is obviously absurd. 

5. A rise of expenditures by private interests is just as inflationary as erpendi- 
tures by a public authority 

They both increase the demand for goods and labor. But if they are financed 
by taxes in the one instance and savinges in the other, the effects are not infla- 
tionary in any large degree. 

At any rate, if the housing expenditures are inflationary (as they are not), 
then private outlays are also inflationary, which the President fears wiil be 
displaced. The strongest pressure on resources results from the rise of private 
debt: the least from Federal. 


Rise of debt, 1952 to 1958 


Billion | Percent 


dollars 
Federal : 10 4 
State and local [ J 25 97 
Private 168 55 
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6. Guarantees can be as inflationary as loans 

They also increase the amount of spending. Yet the President is eager to have 
unlimited guarantees. 

Why? Because in our system of accounting guarantees are not counted as 
expenditures and loans are. The Government wants to balance the budget ac- 
count, not the budget. This is substituting the shadow for the substance. 

From fiscal year 1954 to fiscal year 1960, guarantees are up by $42 billion, 
and loans only by $7 billion. In fiscal year 1960, loans are to rise by $800 million 
and guarantees by $12.2 billion, or only 7 percent as much as guarantees. 

If the President was really concerned about inflation, he would be much more 
worried by $12 billion of guarantees than $3800 million of loans. 


7. Housing expenditures inclusive of loans not responsible for inflation, should 
any develop 

From 1951 to 1953 (fiscal years) to 1958-60, housing expenditures (inclusive of 
loans), On the basis of the President’s estimated budget, declined by 18 percent 
in a period when the gross national product rose by 40 percent. 

Also of interest is the following: Despite a probable rise of GNP of the 
proportion of $30 to $40 billion in fiscal year 1960 over fiscal year 1959, the net 
expenditures in the budget for the Housing and Home Finance Agency is down 
from $1,017 to $268 million. 

8. Housing versus roads 


‘wo years ago the administration accepted and pushed a $40 billion, 13-year 
road program. Two years later the estimated costs rose by 40 percent. Here is 
an inflationary program. Previously the administration had asked for $100 
billion for roads and a most irregular financing method. The outburst caused 
a withdrawal. But the administration has not concerned itself over the in- 
flationary aspects of this program. 

Could it be because the expenditures have been shunted to a trust fund and, 
therefore, do not show up in the budget? At any rate, any genuine concern for 
inflation should be directed toward roads, not housing. 

9. Shifting the burden to State and local government 


The President proposes a gradual shift until State and local governments pay 
one-half of the urban renewal costs; and he mistakenly assumes that local grants- 
in-aid for public works related to urban renewal yield only 14 percent—the 
actual figure is 36 percent. 

But the important point is that increased responsibilities thrust upon State 
and local governments, a popular pastime in Washington, are inflationary. 

Why? Because taxes of these governments are primarily on commodities and 
are passed on in higher prices—direct taxes, not so passed on, are only about 
one-quarter as large relatively in State and local finance as in Federal. 

And let us not forget that, since 1952, State and local debt has risen by about 
100 percent ; Federal, by only 4 percent. 

10. College loans 


The President is unhappy about the $300 million for college loans in S. 57 ($200 
million in the President’s budget) and $62 million in college Gassroom loans. 

Is this inflationary? I do not believe so. Institutions of higher learning now 
have operating budgets of almost $4 billion. They will need $9 to $10 billion by 
1970 and $11 billion inclusive of construction needs—and on a no-inflation as- 
sumption. 

The Federal Government provides only $500 million toward higher education, 
most of it payments for services rendered, not aid. Her contribution has dropped 
from 36 percent in 1943-44 to 15 percent in 1957-58. 

Above all, colleges need buildings. They need $1\% billion a year for the next 
10 years and have available only haif that sum. These are the toughest funds 
to obtain. There is no question but that the Federal contribution will increase. 
Pressure is being exerted for a Federal contribution toward operating expenses, 
toward scholarships, and tax remissions. The last two are likely alternatives. 
But they are much more costly than loans for buildings and to some extent are 
wasteful because the beneficiaries are not necessarily needful of this help. Loans 
and guarantees for buildings and for students are the most effective, the least 
costly, and the least inflationary method of helping the colleges—and are least 
likely to bring interference. 
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11. Housing and inflationary pressures 

Wages beyond those justified by rising productivity, administered prices be- 
yond the level suggested by rising costs, excessive private investment, and un- 
willingness to use anti-inflationary weapons and ineffective use of these weapons, 
passing the burden to State and local governments—these are the major threats 
to inflation. These—not the $22 million added for urban renewal in S. 57 and 
the few hundred millions of additional loans—are the question marks in our 
$483 billion economy. 

Above all, after years of recourse to tax cuts and starvation of the welfare pro- 
grams, is it not time to divert a small percentage, say 5 to 10 percent, of the ex- 
pected growth of $20 billion yearly to these services. Surely the additional funds 
in S. 57 would absorb a minute part of this annual growth and the accompanying 
annual $4 to $5 billion of added taxes at current rates. 


Senator SpaRKMAN. The committee stands in recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 1:15 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to be 
reconvened at 10 a.m., Thursday, July 30, 1959.) 
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THURSDAY, JULY 30, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Houstne, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, in room 5302, New Sen- 
ate Office Building, at 10:05 a.m., Senator John J. Sparkman (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Sparkman, Clark, Muskie, Capehart, and Bush. 

Also present : Senator Javits. 

Senator SparkMAN. Let the committee come to order, please. 

Today the subcommittee will hear the views of most of the major 
national organizations and associations which are directly affected by 
the President’s disapproval of the housing bill. The list of witnesses 
is long and it may be necessary for the subcommittee to remain in 
session into the afternoon; to have an afternoon session. I have no 
wish to limit arbitrarily the presentation planned by any witness 
scheduled, but I respectfully request that witnesses and members of 
the subcommittee will keep in mind the quantity of work which must 
be accomplished today. 

Among the subjects which were discussed in yesterday’s hearing 
was that portion of the President’s message which characterizes the 
housing bill as “inflationary.” Chairman Martin of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System advised the subcommittee 
that the “spending” provisions of the bill might be objectionable 
because of their psychological effect during a period of inflationary 
tendencies in the economy. Although he had opportunity to do so, 
he did not state that the “spending” * provisions of the bill would be 

“inflationary.” I my opinion, Chairman Martin does not share the 
views expressed in the veto message on this question. 

Chairman Martin stated to the subcommittee that provisions in 
S. 57 which authorized modest reductions in downpayment require- 
ments under the FHA programs and which authorized an increase in 
the maximum maturity permitted for FHA-insured and VA-guar- 
anteed loans might have an inflationary impact, if they are admin- 
istered without regard to general economic conditions. These pro- 
Visions give greater administrative flexibility in establishing down- 
payments and maturities. They are not set, they are simply given 
maximum limits or minimum limits that may be applied within the 
discretion of the administration itself. I should think that this 
flexibility would be weleomed by the administration. I assume that 
these provisions would be administered with complete understanding 
of their economic implications. 
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It was also interesting to hear that Chairman Martin, like the Bu- 
reau of the Budget and “the Housing and Home Finance Agency, did 
not participate in drafting the veto message. In fact, Chairman 
Martin said he was not even consulted. 

The subcommittee also heard the views of Dr. Seymour Harris of 
Harvard University who believes that the charge of inflation as 

ontained in the veto message is without foundation in fact. 

I am sure that some of the witnesses who will appear today will also 
have thoughts regarding the inflationary effects, 1f any, of the hous- 
ing bill. I encourage the expression of such views by any witnesses 
who are prepared to comment upon this vital question. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Carl T. Mitnick, president of 
the National Association of Home Builders, accompanied by Mr. 
Martin L. Bartling, Jr., first vice president of the National Associa- 
tion of Home Builders. 

Mr. Mitnick, we are glad to have you with us, and for the record if 
you will further identify those who accompany you, I will appreciate 
it. 

Mr. Mrrnicx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparkMAN. We have your prepared statement. You pro- 
ceed in your own way. 


STATEMENTS OF CARL T. MITNICK, PRESIDENT; MARTIN L. 
BARTLING, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT AND LEGISLATIVE CHAIR- 
MAN; HERBERT COLTON, CHIEF COUNSEL; AND NATHANIEL 
ROGG, ECONOMIST, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS 


Mr. Mirnicx. This is Mr. Martin Bartling, our first vice president 
and our legislative chairman this year. And this, of course, is Mr. 
Herbert Colton, our chief counsel for NAHB. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am delighted to 
have this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the urgent need 
for Federal housing legislation during the current session of Congress. 

We are all aware of the situation as it currently exists and I shall 
waste no time either recounting or analyzing what has happened to 
date. I should, however, like to state very briefly what I consider to 
be the current housing situation, the outlook for the future and to 
express, on behalf of the association I have the honor to head, our own 
suggestions as to the type of legislation which is needed. 

To the uninitiated, a review of housing production so far this year 
might seem to indicate that any problems which may exist could 
hardly be serious in nature. P rivate housing starts through the first 
6 months of 1959 totaled 6: asonally adjusted annual rate 
of about 1,360,000. This ine we are all aware, is the highest 
production rate which we have ever attained for any comparable 
period in our history. Unfortunately, there are many factors on the 
current scene which will make it difficult to maintain this volume, to 
say nothing of increasing our production to a level commensurate with 
the needs of today’s American economy. It is this situation which 
gives rise to our concern over the industry’s current. positio and makes 
necessary the need for considering additional legislation. 

Housing is, as I am confident the members of this subcommitee un- 
derstand, a type of economic activity which does not lend itself to 
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analysis in quite the same way as to most other major industries in this 
country. Houses which are now being put under construction, or 
which have been put under construction in the last few months, repre- 
sent the final stages of a production process which began to year to 
is months earlier. It was that along ago that land was acquired and 
developed and construction and ultimate consumer financing arranged. 
Even most of the materials going into today’s homes were contracted 
for some time ago. 

This long lead time is often overlooked when attempts are made to 
diagnose the economic health of the industry because generally the 
figures on current housing starts are used as our economic thermometer. 
Our concern as builders and yours, as members of the committee re- 
sponsible for recommending basic Federal legislation, must always 
be premised to a major degree on our ability to forecast conditions 
which will not come into being until 6 to 18 months in the future. 
This is not an easy task. All of us who attempt to make such for- 
ward evaluations have erred as often as we have been right. Never- 
theless, I feel a responsibility to give the committee the picture as I 
see it, based on the information ich we have been able to assemble. 

Frankly, our view of the relatively near future is not as optimistic 
as 1 should like to make it. There are strong indications that the 
increasing tightness in the money markets may well have a seriously 
depressing effect on housing production next spring. Despite the 
action of the Congress in increasing the maximum GI interest rate to 
514 percent, the level of mortgage discounts today is adding seriously 
to both the costs and difficulties of producing and marketing houses 
at prices within the means of the mass market. 

I do not claim to be a monetary expert, but the best advice and 
information I can get give me no real basis for hope that this situa+ 
tion will improve in the foreseeable future. Quite to the contrary, it 
looks once again as though the situation will worsen before it improves. 
This is not the first time in recent years that we in the homebuilding 
industry have been caught in the money squeeze. 

The similarities between today and 1955 and 1956 are numerous and 
painful. Then, as now, the cry was raised that homebuilding was in- 
flationary. Then, as now, efforts to “tone down the boom” seemed to 
result primarily in measures which only “toned down” homebuilding. 
Then, as now, in a tightening money market, small businesses such as 
homebuilding, were particularly vulnerable. Then, as now, interest 
rates were rising and we were in the full flush of what appeared to be 
an inevitable upward economic thrust. As Arthur Burns, formerly 
Chairman of the President’s Council of Economic Advisers, said : 

* * * the traditional assumption that general credit controls exercise some- 
thing like a uniform impact on different sectors of the economy appears to be 


invalid * * * small businesses and the homebuilding industry are apt to feel the 
impact of general credit restraints fairly promptly and more keenly. 


And, once again, in Mr. Burn’s words: 

* * * In view of our housing legislation with its special regulation of interest 
rates and discounts, the recent policy of general credit restraint acted as a 
selective credit control on homebuilding. 

I do not need to remind the members of this committee that. home- 
building declined sharply from a high of 1.4 million units at a season- 
ally adjusted annual rate in early 1955 to less than a million within 
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2 years. This decline foreshadowed and indeed contributed to a 
major economic break in 1957. The end result of this was the neces- 
sity for the heroic measures instituted by the Congress in the Emer- 
gency Housing Act of 1958 which assisted in homebuilding’s revival 
and helped in pulling the overall economy out of its sharpest post- 
war recession. 

I would like to add to this, Mr. Chairman, I personally feel that 
the 1958 Emergency Housing Act was one of the finest things that ever 
happened to our economy. It did a wonderful job not only for home- 
building, but for the general economy. That is my personal opinion. 

To me one of the most disheartening aspects of those experiences 
of the past is that under such conditions both builders and buyers are 
heavily penalized. It becomes virtually impossible for the home- 
building industry to estimate its costs with accuracy, to stabilize its 
production plans and to pass on to the public the lower costs which 
these efliciencies would permit. A major problem in our industry’s 
attempts to reduce true housing costs results from the almost com- 
plete inability in recent years to forecast with any accuracy whatso- 
ever either the availability or the ultimate cost of the necessary credit 
without which our industry cannot operate. 

The attached chart marked “ Appendix A” shows a comparison of 
homebuilding and overall economic activity through the postwar 
period, through three booms and three recessions, through the longest 
sustained burst of economic expansion we have ever known. In each 
of these recessions, as the chart shows, homebuilding fluctuated far 
more than the economy generally. In each of them, homebuilding 
went down first and came up first. Look particularly at the wide 
swings since 1955 when volume went from 1.4 million units in January 
1955 to a low of 920,000 in February 1958, then to the current level 
of 1,360,000. Within these few years there was a decline of a half 
million units in the seasonally adjusted annual rate and, contrari- 
wise, and increase of more than 50 percent in less than 12 months. 
These are scarcely the earmarks of the stable kind of operation which 

can result in the most effic ient type of production. These wide swings 
in volume have meant major handicaps for the building industry in 
coming to grips with cost reduction. 

I am told that these variations in homebuilding are exactly the 
kind of behavior we should expect from it, according to classical 
economic doctrine. I would be more readily convinced of the wisdom 
of this if it were not for the fact that virtually every rise and fall in 
the postwar production record can be directly traced to some activity 
of the Federal Government, either in the Congress or the executive 
branch, or the Federal Reserve Board. 

I am not attempting to assess blame or criticize any ee per- 
son. I am merely pomting out what has happened. I am indicating 
the difficulties the industry encounters in achieving true oper ating 
efliciencies in the face of such an in-and-out volume. 

Any industry which shows such fluctuations and such an induced 
instability is laboring under considerable—and unnecessary—handi- 
caps in achieving the production efficiency so badly needed to meet the 
challenge of providing better housing at costs within the reach of our 
typical moderate-income families. 
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This entire situation prompts me to offer certain suggestions to the 
subcommittee on the much-talked-about issue of inflation and hous- 
ing. I must ask the subcommittee to bear with me if my remarks on 
this subject do not follow the usual formal expressions on this subject. 
I am not a trained economist, but I am a businessman who has coped 
for a great many years with day -to-day developments in our economy. 
On the. basis of that experience, I have come to certain conclusions 
which I know are shared by the vast majority of the thousands of 
small businessmen engaged in the task of building new homes for the 
American public. 

In the first place, it has been my experience that the worst possible 
inflationary situation so far as housing is concerned sets in when we 
are unable to produce a sufficient number of houses in any local market 
to meet the then-existing demand. 

The immediate postwar experience is indeed a dramatic illustra- 
tion of this. Under pressure of a great housing shortage and the need 
to provide homes for our millions of returning veterans we witnessed 
the sharpest price increases in any comparable length of time for 
materials, labor, house prices, and indeed in rents. Between January 
1946 and January 1950, construction costs rose 45 percent, materials 
prices rose 63 percent, average hourly earnings in construction rose 
41 percent, and residential rents rose 18 percent even though they 
were under rent control through much of the period. During the same 
period the increase in the overall cost of living was considerably less, 
only about 29 percent. It was 1950 and beyond before these breath- 
taking cost increases began to moderate as new construction volume 
increased to the point where the housing shortage eased. Housing is 
one of the few commodities which American families must have. 
When there is an insufficient supply to meet the demands of our 
dynamically expanding population, our growing cities, and the im- 
proved economic position of our people we inevitably see an almost 
irresistible upward pressure on the price of those homes which are 
available for sale or rent. Furthermore, I find it difficult to under- 
stand why so many in this country have reached what to me is an un- 
warranted conclusion that when housing production rises much above 
1,200,000 a year we are overproducing, overinvesting, and placing a 
dangerous inflationary demand on a limited supply of long-term ¢ redit. 

The volume of new dwelling units being produced by today’s 
much larger and more efficient “industry is about the same as was 
produced in 1955 or in 1950. Today’s volume is well within the 
physical capacity of the industry. An even higher volume would 
scarcely place a major strain on the supplies of building materials 
or labor, given an appropriate lead — for buildup to such a higher 
volume. Scarcely anyone today would claim that the housing volume 
isso high that it is creating inflationary pressures on either materials 
or labor prices. 

Such increases in cost as are occur ring are, in fact, resulting from 
other causes. House prices in the first part of the year, according 
to a survey of the NAHB Builders Economic Council were about 
$14,000 (median) roughly about the same as last year, despite an 
increase In volume of ‘nearly 50 percent over early 1958’s low level. 
I fully believe the industry has the physical capacity today to pro- 
duce at a level of at least 100,000 additional units or more per year 
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if—and this is a big if—an adequate supply of long-term credit be- 
comes available on reasonable terms. I am pleased indeed to see 
that this committee is examining in another set of hearings the prob- 
lems involved in assuring an adequate supply of long-term mortgage 
credit in the next decade. 

Meanwhile, the devices under consideration in the present set of 
hearings with respect to downpayments and maturities, among others, 
are certainly pertinent and necessary in strengthening the consumer 
markets and making it possible for more people to upgrade their 
housing conditions. We have gone through a decade of enormous 
growth since 1950. Yet any statistical comparison of housing volume, 
with other objective measures of our Nation’s growth would make it 
seem as though homebuilding has been standing still. 

As you will note from the attached table, marked “Appendix a” 
during a period when our population has increased nearly 30 million, 
when national income is up nearly $140 billion, when our gross na- 
tional product approaches the fabled half a thousand billion dollars, 
when our prosperity, in the words of a famous news reporter, Robert 
McCormack of NBC News, is “almost frightening,” our homebuild- 
ing volume, in absolute numbers, stands only where it was in 1950. 

And in looking at the second table, marked “Appendix C,” you 
will see that prior to World War IT the highest volume of new non- 
farm starts took place in 1925 when they reached 937,000 units. 
This was at a rate of 111 starts per 10,000 population. As the chart 
shows, an entire generation was to pass before housing starts again 
reached the 111 rate, in 1950. The record since 1950 has not been 
so good. In some years, 1957, for example, it dropped as low as 70 
units per 10,000; today it is but little higher at about 89 per 10,000 
population. 

To me the significance of the foregoing facts is self-evident. So 
long as we continue to produce housing at levels no higher than we 
now enjoy, we must face two cold, blunt facts. We are barely meet- 
ing the minimum demands for new housing created by family forma- 
tion and increased population in our cities. We are doing absolutely 
nothing to forestall a further deterioration in our existing stock of 
houses. If this is inflationary, I shudder to think what “the infla- 
tionary impact may one day be on our economy when we can no 
longer ignore the fact that we have made such insufficient capital in- 

vestment in our housing supply that we have only two choices— 
either suffer an outright decline in our physical standard of living 
or devote : a disproportionate share of our then-available resources to 
make up for deficiencies in years past. 

There is one other aspect. of the inflation-in-housing argument 
which I find it difficult to comprehend. Neither I nor any of the 
members of the association I head are in favor of inflation, the flight 
from the dollar, or any of the similar phrases which have become so 
common in recent: years. We are just as concerned as any group of 

responsible citizenry in this country in maintaining the purchasing 
power of the dollar and preventing the economic corrosion which 
inevitably accompanies inflation. 

Nonetheless, we have found it increasingly difficult to understand 
why it must always be housing which is singled out as the sector of the 
economy which should be cut back when total demands for capital 
investment in this country approach or exceed the available current 


suy 
for 
un 
bas 
mit 
one 
} 
sub 
beli 
rat] 
com 
ecol 
heal 
of h 
occa 
Eve 
a po 
conc 
eyell 
Fe 
too 
devi 
the « 
indu 
by ¢ 
econ 
the e 
well 
shoul 
us eX 
housi 
He 
omy , 
SION. ¢ 
ever | 
hold 
back 
years 
the 1! 
volun 
for th 
over, 
sands 
marke 
hecess 
1958, 
of the 
The 
which 
struge 
mands 
of stre 
only h 
ais mu 
tommy 





oul 
n- 
ts. 
rt 
Lin 
en 
70 
WO 


So 
we 
pet - 
ma- 
tely 
: of 
\fla- 
. no 
| in- 
es— 
ving 
as to 


ment 
F the 
light 
1e SO 
‘p of 
ASIN 
‘hich 


tand 
f the 
pital 












-rent 





PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 495 


supply of investment funds. I think a case probably could be made 
for a conclusion that housing should be given a preferential position 
under such circumstances. Housing, after all, represents one of the 
basic necessities of our people. And as the chairman of this com- 
mittee has often said, housing, like food, clothing, and medicine, is 
one of the essentials of life. 

But I do not propose to argue the case on such grounds before this 
subcommittee. Rather, I pi efer to say that we as an industry firmly 
believe that we should not be discriminated against; that we should, 

rather, be placed in a position where in times of shortage we can 
compete on a basis of equality with other sectors of the American 
economy. We are well aware that in the interests of the economic 
health of our country, there may well be occasions when the volume 
of housing should be restrained. Our position is simply that on such 
occasions, restraints should be applied to all sectors of the economy. 
Even freely admitting my position as a special pleader for housing— 
a position of which I am frank to state I am very proud—it seems in- 
conceivable to me that the manipulation of housing as a counter- 
cyclical device is a sound national policy. 

For understandable, if not always satisfac ‘tory reasons, housing has 
too frequently appealed to many as an appropriate counterc yclic al 
device. It can be manipulated to a great extent through control of 
the credit. machinery, whereas it is difficult to do so with other major 
industries which have fewer handicaps in their access to funds. If, 
by chance, the experiments with such manipulation had been real 
economic successes and had really aided the overall economy, even at 
the expense of housing, then the adherents of such an approach might 
well deserve to be listened to. But the Nation’s experience since I! 955 
should be taken as a warning against such economic tinkering. Let 
us examine the results of the efforts in 1955 and later years to use 
housing as an economic balance wheel. 

Holding housing volume down certainly did not restrain the econ- 
omy generally. It did not prevent tremendous increases in the exten- 
sion of consumer credit. It did not hold back the greatest expansion 
ever seen in the flow of credit into new factory building. It did not 
hold back alarming increases in stock market levels. It did not hold 
back increases in the consumer cost of living, up 6.4 percent in the 3 
years from the beginning of 1955 through 1958. It did not prevent 
the 1956 boom, nor the 1957 recession. The manipulation of housing 
volume, supposedly in the interest of the overall economy, did little 
for the overall economy, except to manipulate housing volume. More- 
over, it resulted in fewer opportunities for better housing for thou- 
sands of American families who might otherwise have been in the 
market to improve their housing conditions. And it certainly made 
eoonony major measures such as the Emergency Housing Act of 
1958, to undo what had been done by such tinkeri ing with the economics 
of the homebuilding industry. 

There is one further and fundamental aspect of this entire situation 
which concerns me deeply. We are today engaged in an awesome 
struggle with the whole communistic ideology. That struggle de- 
mands of us substantial and heavy sacrifices to maintain a position 
of strength against the possibility of aggression. But this to me is 
only half the struggle. We must work ‘just as hard and with just 
is much success to prove to all of the world, communistic and non- 
communistic, that our free-enterprise system and our democratic form 
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of government represent by far and away the best means by which 
the individual can improve his standard of living, the fruits of which 
he is free to enjoy without dictation or direction. It would be a 
sad day indeed if we were to lose this struggle for men’s minds which 
I, at least, conceive to be one of the most fundamental responsibilities 
of the free world. 

To consider the provision of housing of good quality for all of our 
people as something which we must view with suspicion because of an 
unwarranted fear that it may prove to be inflationary is to me a con- 
fession of shortsightedness and timidity. Surely a country such as 
ours can afford to make steady progress toward this fundamental 
goal. Personally, I am completely convinced that we cannot afford 
not to. 

Now, may I summarize briefly the type of legislation which we hope 
will be enacted into law with the least possible additional delay. 

We are concerned, first of all, as I am sure is the committee, that 
sufficient authorization be granted FHA so that there will be no in- 
terruption in the continuing insuring activities of that agency. 

As we testified earlier in the year, we also recommend that down- 
payments, mortgage terms, maximum mortgage amounts and interest 
rate ceilings on a number of FHA programs be brought up to date. 
These items are, for the most part, included in almost identical form 
in S. 57 and in S. 2878. 

We assume that amendments to the statutes governing the opera- 
tions of the Federal National Mortgage Association which would 
increase the dollar limitation on mortgages which could be sold to 
FNMA fall in the same category. Authority for the Association to en- 
gage in short-term lending activities when private credit is not other- 
wise available also seems to us important. We believe the Housing 
Administrator and the President of FNMA, who testified against it, 
have misread its purpose and probable effect. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in this connection I wish to submit to the com- 
mittee and for the record a letter which I addressed to HHFA Ad- 
ministrator Norman Mason before the housing bill was vetoed, giving 
our reasons for disagreeing with his objections to the Fannie Mae 
lending provision in S. 57. 

Senator SparKkMAN. Is that a separate document ? 

Mr. Mrrnicx. Yes, this is a separate paper. 

Senator SpAaRKMAN. We shall be very glad to include that. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS, 
NATIONAL HoustInG CENTER, 
Washington, D.C., July 8, 1959. 
Mr. NorMAN P. MASON, 


Administrator, Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Mason: The memorandum accompanying your letter to Senator 
Dirksen of June 22 carries an objection to the proposed FNMA loan program 
contained in section 305 of S. 57. We disagree with the statement that “this 
program is unnecessary” and with the reasoning given to support your 
conclusion. 

Authority for FNMA to make 1-year loans in its secondary market program 
on the pledge of insured or guaranteed mortgages provides an important degree 
of certainty which is now lacking for such loans from private banking institu- 
tions. The creation of this authority in FNMA will, in our opinion, provide 
the persuasive force to open up new pools of mortgage funds currently unused 
in many smaller banks of the country. These banks, if assured of a way to 
obtain liquidity to meet local emergency demands for funds, could be persuaded 
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to place funds into mortgages which they currently keep in short-term invest- 
ments. This new authority in FNMA would provide the assurance which is 
now lacking in the private banking business. 

Further, it is not true that FNMA already has a procedure “by which a 
mortgagee can, in effect, borrow money on the security of insured or guaranteed 
mortgages.” The reference here is undoubtedly to the FNMA repurchase 
agreement procedure. This is, at best, a cumbersome process, vested with all 
of the practical and common law problems involved with transfer of mortgage 
title, and necessarily reducing the assets of any bank borrower. 

May I note that the proposed legislation limits the total of such loans to 
10 percent of FNMA’s total borrowing authority, which should answer the only 
objection raised in testimony on this point during the hearings in 1958. At 
that time (House hearings, p. 57) the following appears: 

“Mr. Apponizio. * * * Now what would you think of a change in the law 
which would authorize FNMA to make loans with FHA-insured or GI-insured 
loans as pledged collateral? 

“Mr. BAUGHMAN. We have discussed that. I think there is the possibility 
of taking on additional responsibilities such as making loans. Our capital up 
to this point has been such that we have needed practically all of it to maintain 
our purchasing and selling operations, particularly the purchasing operation. 
We have to consider in our operation the exposure we would have should we 
go into the lending business and make loans all over the country in addition to 
the purchasing of mortgages. 

“With the size of our operation, I think we are doing just about all that can 
be expected of us on account of our size of capital.” 

From your memorandum to Senator Dirksen and other references, it appears 
that HHFA considers the proposed legislation only as a mortgage warehousing 
device. This, we submit, is a decidedly narrow concept of the provision. In 
addition to providing a vehicle to open up new sources of mortgage funds as 
mentioned above, we believe that this new authority will make available funds 
for interim financing of importance to housing construction such as community 
facilities, including water, sewer, and other site improvements. The mere ex- 
istence of the authority should be sufficient in many instances to persuade 
commercial lenders that it is both safe and sound to make such loans upon 
the security of FHA-VA mortgages. 

In our view, the proposed legislation adds a significant new authority which 
substantially improves the process of mortgage financing. This is recognized 
in the report of the House Banking Committee, which states that it “would 
add materially in providing funds, particularly during periods of tight money 
when the withdrawal of institutional investors from the mortgage market or 
the lessening of their participation prevents mortgage companies from meeting 
their commitments to builders and home purchasers.” 

There should be no fear of real competition with commercial lenders or abuse 
of the new authority. The conference report clearly states the intention of 
Congress that the function will be available only for areas where “financing 
for mortgage warehousing operations and interim financing arrangements is 
clearly not available on reasonable terms and conditjons.” 

The provisions of the bill, moreover, give ful] control to the FNMA Board 
of Directors to set loan ratios, interest rates, maturities, and charges and fees 
for loans under this authority. Further, the legislation states explicitly that 
“the lending activities should be conducted on such terms as will reasonably 
prevent excessive use of the association’s facilities, and that the operations of the 
association under this section should be within its income derived from such 
operations and that such operations should be fully self-supporting.” 

Accordingly we urge your reconsideration of the position expressed in opposi- 
tion to the new FNMA authority proposed under section 305 of S.57. We fully 
believe that the proposal is justified by the facts of mortgage lending and that 
directly or indirectly it will provide a financing device of substantial benefit to 
all segments of the housing industry. 

Sincerely, 
CarL T. MITNICK, President. 


Senator SparKMAn. I wonder if you will comment on that briefly. 
There is some objection to it, as you know. 

Mr. Mrrnick. Of course, this committee certainly should consider 
it carefully, and if they want to tighten it up, we would certainly be 
in agreement with that. Perhaps it could stand a little bit of tight- 
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ening. But we find that most of our small banks, our commercial 
banks, say to us that they cannot loan money on insured mortgages, 
because if they got into a pinch they would not be able to use these 
as loans. Now, if they sedi take them in to Fannie Mae and borrow 
money on them—now, it doesn’t necessarily, in my opinion, have to 
be at 90 percent, because banks usually do not work that close. It 
is not like a man buying a house who has to figure every penny. But 
a bank could go in, and ‘if it wasn’t 90, it could be 85 percent, and they 
could temporarily make a loan on these mortgages from Fannie 
Mae, and they could continue with their business, “and then your com- 
mercial banks in this country and your small banks would be in- 
terested in this type of loan. We cannot go to our commercial banks 
almost anywhere in this country and get mortgage loans. This 
would help a great deal. 

Senator Sparkman. Later in the day we shall have testimony from 
2 representative of the American Bankers Association. I have not 
seen their statement, but I would assume they would have some ex- 
pression on that. We would be very happy to have your suggestion 
as to how this could be worked out. 

I feel quite certain that this is another one of those problems that 
shows itself in some sections of the country as opposed to others. 
I should think in some areas this would be helpful, in other areas 
it is not. 

Mr. Mirnicx. In certain localities it is needed more than others. 

Senator SPpARKMAN. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Mirnick. But as a general thing it is needed, Mr. Chairman, 
and I would like very much if we would have the privilege, say, by 
tomorrow, to prepare a full memorandum on this with all the views 
on this matter. I would be very happy to present them to you. 

Senator SparKMAN. We would be very happy to have it. If you 
could let us have it by tomorrow, though, we would appreciate it, be- 
cause we plan to close these hearings. We hope to have them printed 
by next week. In fact, the present timetable calls for executive 
session of this subcommittee on next Tuesday. We have to have the 
galley proofs available for the subcommittee at that time and have 
the complete record printed the next day or the following day. 

Mr. Mirnickx. You shall have it tomorrow, sir. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Thank you very much. 

(The following was received for the record :) 


MEMORANDUM ON THE FNMA LENDING FuNcCTION (Sec. 305(d) oF S. 57) 

This memorandum is submitted pursuant to request by the subcommittee 
chairman in support of section 305(d) of S. 57. It supplements the views of 
the National Association of Home Builders expressed in testimony before the 
subcommittee on July 30 and in a letter dated July 3, 1959, addressed to Mr. 
Norman P. Mason, Administrator, Housing & Home Finance Agency, intro- 
duced as part of that testimony. 

The section would give to FNMA authority to make short-term loans upon 
the security of FHA or VA mortgages. The primary purpose of the new au- 
thority is, as expressed in that letter, to open up to mortgage lending new 
sources of funds currently unused in many of the smaller banks and other 
lending institutions which presently avoid mortgage lending in order to main- 
tain liquidity. We are convinced that such lenders, if assured of a method ot 
raising funds to meet local emergency demands, could and would sizably aug- 
ment the pool of capital available for mortgage investment by using some of 
the funds currently kept in short-term investments. 

The proposal would provide essentially a reserve function to be used only 
when and where credit facilities are unable to accomplish its purpose. This 
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is assured by the language of the section. There is a limitation on the total 
amount of loans which can be made; the amount of each loan is limited to 90 
percent of the unpaid principal amount of the mortgage securing it; and in- 
terest rates, fees and charges are in the discretion of the FNMA’s Board of 
Directors. These terms are already rather restrictive and assure, in them- 
selves, the caution expressed in the section that lending activities under it should 
be conducted by the agency on such terms as will reasonably prevent excessive 
use of this facility. 

It should again be emphasized that the new section would not substitute 
Federal spending for private investment. Funds would be obtained by FNMA 
from the private investment market through the sale of its obligations. The 
express purpose of the proposal is to stimulate private investment by ‘“‘unfreez- 
ing’ funds now unavailable because no existing device provides liquidity for 
mortgage loans by the class of lender intended to be reached. 

The function which this section would establish is one of the things which, in 
our opinion, are necessary to convert FNMA into a true central mortgage fa- 
cility. It can no more be said to create competition with commercial banks than 
can the Home Loan Bank System which performs precisely the same function 
for savings and loan institutions, nor the Federal Reserve System which per- 
forms a comparable function for commercial banks with respect to other than 
real estate loans. (As a practical matter, it is not possible for banks to use 
FHA or VA mortgages as collateral security on loans from the Federal Reserve 
System.) 

It is not true that FNMA already has a procedure by which a mortgagee can, 
in effect, borrow money on the security of FHA or VA loans. The procedure 
referred to, involving transfer of title and repurchase agreement, is so cumber- 
some that its use has been extremely limited. Over a period of almost 34% years 
(January 1956 through May 1959), this procedure had only been employed by 
lenders with respect to a total of 690 mortgages involving $6,909,000, of which 
$2,714,000 had been repurchased. 

Although we believe the section, as passed in S. 57, already provides ample 
protection to prevent use of the facility in competition with private lending— 
and to prevent its abuse in any fashion—nevertheless we would not object to 
further revision. Thus, the loan limit, presently set at 90 percent of the unpaid 
principal balance of the mortgage, might be reduced. Further discretion might 
be given to FNMA to increase the requirement that each borrower buy FNMA 
stock and also to take appropriate steps in its discretion to make certain that 
the proceeds of loans be used only for short-term liquidity purposes and not as 
a warehousing device. 


Mr. Mirnick. I should also like to state to the committee that our 
association was one of the first to recognize the importance of a pro- 
gram to rehabilitate and renew our urban centers. Our endorsement 
of these activities remains an important element of association policy, 
and we sincerely trust that the Congress will find it possible to pro- 
vide sufficient authorization to allow the urban renewal program to 
continue. Weare somewhat handicapped in suggesting to the commit- 
tee just how much authorization is needed to accomplish this purpose, 
but we are confident that the up-to-date information which has been 
presented to the committee by the appropriate agencies of government, 
both Federal and municipal, will provide the basis for determination on 
this point. 

I would like to emphasize the fact that we in the NAHB consider 
the foregoing legislative provisions of paramount importance for two 
reasons : First, as I indicated earlier to you, ours is an industry in which 
we must operate on the basis of an extended leadtime. Therefore, it is 
highly important for the industry to know the rules under which it 
will be operating for the next year or so. At the moment the absence 
of legislation creates so much uncertainty that future planning is 
seriously handicapped. 

May I again express to the committee our appreciation of the fact 
that the committee is undertaking a thoughtful study of the types of 
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legislation which may be required to correct some of the basic prob- 
lems and inequities confronting the housing industry as we move into 
the decade of the 1960’s Representativ es of the association have been 
privileged to present certain testimony in connection with this study, 
and I should like to assure you that we are at your disposal if we can 
be of further help and assistance to you. It is our earnest hope that 
out of the committee’s studies and deliberations there may be an oppor- 
tunity at the next session of the Congress to consider certain basic 
reform legislation, particularly affecting the credit problems which we 
consider the No. 1 obstacle to our meeting the challenge of fulfilling 
the housing requirements of America in the next decade. 

I thank you for this opportunity to have presented the views of the 
National Association of Home Builders to the committee. 

(Apps. A, B,and C to Mr. Mitnick’s statement are as follows :) 


APPENDIx A 


Postwak TRENDS—A COMPARISON OF INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION AND HOUSING STARTS 
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Nonfarm housing starts, Industrial production, 
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APPENDIX B 


Housing has not kept pace—A decade of economic growth, 1950-59 


Percent change, 1959 from— 
June 1959 





| 1955 | 1950 

Private housing starts !_._....-__-- ope Sts _..| 1, 370, 000 | 3.0 —2.0 
Gross national product !___....-------- ie : 4$483, 500, 000, 000 | 21.6 | 69.9 

In constant 1958 prices_____- as __.| $475, 900, 000, 000 | 9.3 35.3 
Residential construction as percent of GNP scala 4.5 | 4.8 5.1 
Personal income ! as : 14$381, 000, 000, 000 23} 66. 7 
Per capita disposable income: 2 | | 

cPoyrens Desees +... << sees ne Ainupermaaamwsocicct 41.897 | 14.2 | 38.5 

In constant 1958 prices !___.___-- en eal 41.888 | 5.3 | 14.7 
Total civilian population __- 177, 000, 000 | 7.4 | 16.0 
Nonfarm population s dteateie | 154, 000, 000 9.2 | 22.2 
Industrial production index,! 1947-49= 100________-- | 155 | 11.5 | 38. 4 
New plant and equipment spending . .....| 4 $32, 300, 000, 000 | 12.5 56.7 





1 Seasonal adjusted annual rate. 

2 Gross income less taxes. 

3’ Estimate based on anticipated capital expenditures. 
42d quarter of 1959. 


Sources: HHFA; FRBB; Bureau of the Census; Security and Exchange Commission; U.S. Department 
of Commerce. 


APPENDIX © 


A comparison of nonfarm housing starts and nonfarm population: Selected 














years 
7 | | 
Nonfarm | Nonfarm Starts per 
Year housing | population | 10,000 pop- 
starts (April— | ulation 
| (thousands) | thousands) 
i Ee 2 el A a Pe wawaades ocak 893 82, 500 | 108 
cere he a 2 oes oe ade, pemhaceteiicig emp iia oo elapoaiabenie Misia oul 937 84, 200 | 111 
es sad Sata eS Siac h gto cund a aoe eG udsd a 849 | 85, 900 99 
ir ph Guscccaenedmhg datas sachamsnnemcgeasinan at 515 99, 600 52 
eRe es ee ee eae Sree aoc 603 | 100, 900 60 
Se centidic aa ot anpakieke swim  Sukedn ck Gea pomen akneenemaised | 706 | 102, 400 69 
Ne isaac maak cies Achar Sean ne ae a a penaeebaemaone tonioeh 849 | 115, 800 | 73 
Re rh ee Sec ee zi 932 | 119, 700 | 78 
1949 " wns 1, 025 122, 200 84 
Sneek 6 Lnbadunn ns Waeuid wuenaakuewan de | 1, 396 | 125, 600 | 111 
Oe ee oe, | 1,091 | 128, 700 85 
1952... | 1, 127 130, 900 86 
a sls t madiccmmud anidadd Sbubmsnuaitecmdasaan an 1, 104 | 135, 000 82 
1954._.__. Saas Riccka aa Ee coe amen rato Sau eotiy 1, 220 | 138, 600 | 88 
een be oeka cua eEt hens baa 1, 329 | 141, 400 | 94 
Rd dpsiacneris wigs eaiaviniees nave 1, 121 | 144, 200 78 
Rta eee, Senn x eee NR Ste ig Cet ae .| 1, 041 | 147, 000 70 
tee cree Sat) dee ee ae eg 1, 202 | 150, 000 80 
ie ere sc ee ee  e ee ee ee 11,370 | 153, 500 89 
\ 








! Seasonal adjustment. 


Source: Nonfarm housing starts: BLS: Nonfarm population: Bureau of the Census up to 1956. There- 
after estimated on the basis of deducting farm population from total population. 


Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mitnick. 

I shall first ask the members of the subcommittee to question, but 
before I do that, I have been requested by one of your able Senators 
from New Jersey, who is a Sunol of this subcommittee, to state to 
you his regrets at not being able to be at the meeting this morning. 
I refer to Senator Williams, who had a speaking engagement that 
took him out of town. He asked particularly for me to state that it 
was regrettable he was not able to be here to hear your testimony, and 
he promised that he would read it most carefully. 

Mr. Mrrnickx. Thank you, sir. 
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Senator SparKMAN. May I say, too, that Senator Capehart has had 
to leave in order to go to a rather important meeting of the Foreign 
Relations Committee that is on right now. 

Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, we have a lot of witnesses. I hope 
I can set a good example by making this very brief. I do not think I 
will ask any questions, or maybe only one. ‘But I sense through the 
testimony of the gentleman who holds this important position as 
president. of the National Association of Home Builders a sort of a 
feeling that the Government has not done very much in the way of 
stimulating homebuilding; that there has been an inclination to be 
somewhat niggardly about it. I cannot help but remind the com- 
mittee and say for the record that it seems to me there is not any in- 
dustry in the whole United States that has been so tremendously 
helped by the Federal Government as the homebuilding business. | 
think Federal credit has been extended in the form of FHA guaran- 
tees of about $30 billion of credit for homebuilding of one kind or 
another. The last time I heard the total of the portfolio of FNMA 
they had in their possession mortgages worth approximately $5 bil- 
lions. So that I think that it is fair to say that if this committee has 
shown some caution in any of its recent decisions—even in S. 57 some 
think that the committee has not gone far enough—I think the com- 
mittee could be forgiven on the basis that there is so much at. stake 
already in the way of Federal credit. 

The time has come when, Chairman Martin, of the Federal Reserve 
Board said yesterday, we will have to look very carefully at further 
lowering of downpayments. We have gotten the downpayments 
down now, in existing legislation, to a point that a few years ago, 
10 years ago, certainly, no one would have ever dreamed they would 
have been so reduced. Dow npayments have to be kept on a basis 
where the purchaser has a real stake in his home so that he is not. 
going to let it go unless it is the very last thing in the world that he 
has to do. We ‘have to consider all those things. 

I appreciate the seriousness of your responsibilities, but I think 
you should recognize that this committee and the Congress has a good 
deal of responsibility regarding this whole question of national credit 
which has been very, very generously extended. Even in the bill 
which I have introduced on behalf of other Senators and myself, I 
think very generous recognition of your point of view has been given. 

That is all I have to observe, unless the gentleman wants to com- 
ment on that. 

Mr. Mirnick. Senator, I would like to comment on that. Cer- 
tainly, the way you may have interpreted this, it is not my feeling. 
Frankly, I have never felt that the Federal Government. has not been 
a great help. 1 started, personally, with FHA the day they opened 


their doors. There is a gentleman here who, I think, will speak for 


the American bankers with whom I did business 25 years ago when 
FHA started who had the No. 15 license in this country ‘through 


FHA. He will tell you that I have worked through his bank for 


many, many years, and I have always supported FH A. 

And in our statement, Senator, you will notice that we have credited 
the Government not only with the falls but also with every rise that 
the building industry has had in recent years. If you will read that, 
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it says, “every rise and fall.” We credit you with every rise. I don’t 
know, I for one would like to make the statement I don’t know how 
we would have fared without the insured mortgages that the Govern- 
ment gave us. 

Senator Busu. You said that— 


The credit problems which we consider the No. 1 obstacle to our meeting the 
challenge of fulfilling the housing requirements of America in the next dec- 


ace: = 2 

I think so far as the extension of credit. is concerned, the Govern- 
ment has done about all it can. As they say in the song, “We have 
gone about as fur as we can go.” That is what I think the situation 
is with respect to guaranteeing credit by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mirnick. Senator, if the credit situation had been solved, we 
would not be making this statement today. And regarding low 
downpayments, let me say this, that despite the fact—and I saw 
Chairman Martin’s schedule of yesterday ; in fact, I have it right here 
with me—<despite the fact of these reduced payments, the foreclosures 
are not higher. The American citizen is a good payer. He pays 
his bills. 

No. 2, housing, despite the fact that the downpayment has been 
decreased, has fallen 2 percent since 1950. 

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Mitnick, as I understand your statement, 
what you were really saying is this: That in spite of all of this think- 
ing and talking about a ‘tremendous housing program, we are actually 
not a ying pace with the growing population. Is that it? 

Mr. Mirnick. Senator, we are certainly not keeping pace. Now, I 
am not an expert. I have 40 years of experience in the building busi- 
ness. That is the only business I know, and I am not going to try to 
be a statesman or an expert, because this gets you into trouble. But | 
want to say this, that the experts say that it should be somewhere 
between 110 and 120 to the 10,000 population. We fell in 1957 to 70. 
Right now I think my testimony was that it is at 89. It is not correct. 
And we have not given one moment’s thought here to the blighted 
areas that we are getting rid of, to houses that are destroyed by fire 
and other things that are beyond our perception. We are not giving 
one thought to that, and here we are at the rate of 89, when the best 
experts say it should be between 110 and 120. 

Senator SpaARKMAN. For every 10,000 population / 

Mr. Mrrnick. For every 10,000 population. 

Senator Sparkman. Your point is—and I think you make a good 
point—that even at the present time when we are enjoying the stim- 
ulation that came from the Emergency Housing Act, the only housing 
legislation of any consequence we had last year, that we are simply 
maintaining the pace that was set in 1950, nearly 10 years ago? 

Mr. Mrrnicx. That is r ight. 

Senator SparKMAN. And that it is not sufficient to meet the needs 
of the growing population. And furthermore, that because of the 
unste: dy manner in which housing production comes about, you are 
not able to accomplish the greatest economies in homebuilding, and 
therefore that, within itself, ‘contributes to the high cost of housing. 

Mr. Mrrnick. That is right, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. I think it is a very fine statement. By the 
Way, as you pointed out, Mr. Mitnick—and, Senator Bush, you will 
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recall this—not too long ago we completed our hearing on mortgage 
credit problems over the next decade. I believe you will agree with 
me that there are problems if the housing industry is to meet the re- 
quirements of the growing population. 

Senator Clark / 

Senator CLark. Mr. Chairman, just one question which, if Mr. Mit- 
nick will permit me, I would like to ask of Mr. Rogg. I understand 
he is your economist. Is that correct ‘ 

Mr. Mirnick. Yes, sir. 

Senator CLark. Mr. Rogg, yesterday Mr. Martin, the Chairman of 


=) 


the Federal Reserve Board, criticized specifically the provisions in 
S.57 which would provide discretionary authority to reduce again 
minimum downpayments on homes with FHA-insured mortgage loans, 
and to extend further the maximum term on federally underwritten 
home mortgages. 

He said— 

This is no time for measures to encourage additional borrowing either by home 
buyers or by the Treasury that would place additional demands upon our 
strained capital markets. 

Ilis implications are these provisions of S. 57 are inflationary and 
therefore to that extent the President was justified in criticizing the 
bill as inflationary. 

Would you comment on Mr. Martin’s position ? 

Mr. Mirnickx. Pardon me, Senator. On that, before Mr. Rogg 
answers you, I would like to have entered into the record a supple- 
mental statement on this question, which I think might help your 
thinking. 

Senator Sparkman. Without objection, that will be printed at the 
end of your remarks. 

Mr. Roee. I think that that represents the association’s position, 
Mr. Mitnick. Why don’t you read it? 

Mr. Mrrnrx. Will you read it to us, Mr. Rogg? It is addressed 
to you. 

Mr. Roca. This is a supplemental statement of the National Asso- 
ciation of Home Builders. 

We do not believe the charge that it is inflationary should prevent 
enactment at this time of the downpayment schedule approved by 
Congress in 8. 57 and now embodied in S. 2378. Nor do we believe 
that the lower downpayments which this schedule would provide are 
in any way unsound. 

We support this schedule for the following reasons: 

(1) It will not significantly increase the volume of home produc- 
tion. To the extent that the lower downpayment increases the mort- 
gage, the buyer must have an increasingly higher income to purchase 
his house under FHA and lenders’ procedures. Furthermore, our 
builders have learned from experience—and it was sad experience in 
1956-57—to keep production closely in line with both market demand 
and available credit. 

(2) The proposed amendment is not effective in the mass produc- 
tion brackets where volume is most largely influenced by credit terms 
and which is the portion of the market which is susceptible to greatest 
expansion. 
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(3) Many, if not all, prospective home buyers would, lacking this 
amendment, buy homes with no greater downpayment than the re- 
vised schedule would require and would use second-mortgage financ- 
ing which is even more inflationary and certainly a much less sound 
financing method. 

(4) The schedule is merely a statutory maximum. It can be, and 
frequently is, in individual cases cut back to less than the maximum 
by the action of the lender or of FHA. 

‘ Parenthetically, I think that the FHA’s annual report will indicate 
that most of the loans are made at considerably less than the maxi- 
mum terms. 

(5) Lower downpayments do not materially affect the soundness 
of a loan or increase the possibility of default as has been amply 
proven by the entire history of the FHA and GI programs. 

On the extension of the term: We strongly support the extension 
of the FHA and VA maximum, term from 30 to 35 years contained in 
S. 57. We do not believe this is inflationary. It is, of course, only a 
statutory ceiling and is not mandatory either upon lenders or upon 
the agency concerned. 

The difference in monthly payments between the 30- and 35-year 
term at an interest rate of 514 percent would be 32 cents per thousand 
dollars of mortgage. On a typical $14,000 house, this is a monthly 
differential of $4.48 a month. We refuse to believe that that amount, 
even if applied to the entire FHA volume—which is inconceivable— 
would make any vital difference in the control of inflation. 

On the other hand, however, small as this difference appears to be, 
it is a vital factor to the home buyer. <A saving of $4.48 a month in 
the mortgage payment means that a wage earner can buy the home 
with approximately $25 a month less income under the credit proce- 
dures of FHA, VA, and most lenders. 

The testimony before this committee that the amendments to pro- 
vide lower downpayments and longer mortgage term would be infla- 
tionary is not borne out by the actual facts of housing production in 
the past 9 years. With respect to the downpayment provision, in the 
past year new homebuilding production is 2 percent less than it was 
in 1950, despite the fact that since that year FHA downpayments 
have been cut substantially by Congress and the maximum term has 
been lengthened. 

These two proposed amendments are “inflationary” only in the 
sense that any measures, legislative or otherwise, which help our econ- 
omy to function more effectively and to provide more goods and serv- 
ices to the American people at terms they can afford can be said to 
be inflationary. As stated in our main testimony, we could accept as 
sound the inflationary argument as applied to housing only if con- 
currently those advancing it actively take steps to restrain aspects of 
the economy other than Aone which also absorb savings and, in 
our view, with less benefit to the American economy and the Amer- 
ican people. 

The vast majority of loans under the FHA and GI programs are 
made at terms which range from 20 to 25 years under the present law. 
Enactment of this amendment might make possible some loans at 35 
years where lenders are willing to agree to such a term, but more im- 
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portantly will be a persuasive factor in causing more lenders to raise 
their sights on the term of years to which they are willing to agree. 

As a practical matter, actually the average duration of an FHA 
and GI loan varies from 10 to 13 years. Enactment of this amend- 
ment will reduce required monthly carrying charges at the maximum 
term at a time when the burden of local taxes and other increased costs 
are adding to the mortgage-carrying charges of most families, and, 
parenthetically, at a time when the loan itself is at the greatest risk. 
The defaults, if they do occur, usually occur in the earlier stages. An 
extension of term may well be the decisive factor in determining 
whether the income of families will be regarded as sufficient to carry 
the loan. 

Senator Crark. Thank you, Mr. Rogg. I have no further ques- 
tions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparKkMAN. Senator Muskie? 

Senator Muskie. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to compliment Mr. Mitnick particularly on his cogent 
discussion of housing economics in the first part of the statement. 

Mr, Mitnick. Thank you, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mitnick and gentlemen. 

Mr. Mrrnicx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparKMAN. Next is Mr. John R. Searles, Jr., president of 
the National Association of Housing, & Redevelopment Officials ac- 
companied by Mr. John D. Lange, executive director of that organiza- 
tion. 

Allright. Mr. Searles. Mr. Lange is with you ? 

Mr. Seartes. Mr. Lange is with me, Senator; yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R. SEARLES, JR., PRESIDENT; AND JOHN D. 
LANGE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
HOUSING & REDEVELOPMENT OFFICIALS 


Mr. Srartes. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
John R. Searles, Jr., president of the National Association of Hous- 
ing & Redevelopment Officials. I am also executive director of the 
District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. 

The National Association of Housing & Redevelopment Officials is 
a private, nonprofit professional association founded in 1933. It com- 
prises civic leaders and public officials interested in the improvement 
of public administrative practices in housing and urban renewal, and 
in the achievement of a healthful living environment for every Amer- 
ican family. The members of our association are largely those who 
administer the low-rent public housing and urban renewal programs 
in communities throughout the United States. They are concerned 
with all the problems of planning, financing, building, and managing 
housing for low-income families, and with slum clearance, redevel- 
opment, housing rehabilitation, neighborhood conservation, and the 
enforcement of minimum housing standards. 

We appreciate very much the « opportunity to appear before you to 
discuss the President’s veto message on S. 57, the Housing Act of 
1959. 

Exactly 6 months ago to the day we expressed to this committee our 
grave concern with the setback to housing and urban renewal result- 
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ing from the failure of enactment of important housing legislation 
in 1958. We were encouraged by your efforts to enact vital housing 
legislation early in this session of the Congress and, although S. 57 
does not contain as much urban renewal capital grant authorization 
as we believe to be essential, we recognize that the legislative process 
is one of give and take. We were, therefore, particularly disap- 
pointed by the veto. We believe that the veto represents a lack of 
comprehension of the importance of the bill in meeting the housing 
needs of the American people and its significance to the Nation’s 
economy and the well-being of its communities. S. 57 represents 
minimum legislation below which, we respectfully submit, the Con- 
gress should not go. 

I should like to address myself to several elements of the veto 
message : 

1. The message characterizes the $900 million authorization for 
urban renewal capital grants in S. 57 as “excessive.” 

We submit that this statement is completely unsupportable in the 
light of available evidence amply demonstrating the need for a much 
larger program than is provided in S. 57. On the contrary, $900 mil- 
lion for the next 2 years will be inadequate to accommodate the docu- 
mented requirements of communities throughout the country. 

Our estimate of urban renewal capital grant needs through June 30, 
1960, is in excess of $1 billion. It is based on the amount contained 
in applications actually on hand with the Urban Renewal Adminis- 
tration, as of June 30, 1959; on the effects of the rationing system 
instituted last September, as disclosed by a survey conducted in Jan- 
uary of this year by the American Municipal Association and the 
United States Conference of Mayors, for which our association pro- 
vided technical assistance to those two groups; and on the rate of 
approvable applications in effect prior to the institution of rationing, 
contained in the testimony last January of Mr. Richard L. Steiner, 
then the Urban Renewal Commissioner, before this committee, on 
page 163. 

These sources indicate the following effective need between now and 
June 30, 1960: 








Million 
Applications on hand with URA, June 30, 1959_----_-.--------------~- $272 
Applications withdrawn or reduced by operation of formula prior to Jan. 
cs a ha ace eC cision 102 
Applications deferred since Jan. 1, 1959, pending availability of capital 
a i a che Seeing ib neeieiclaetee 181 
ene AOI Oe | Sits 0 MN ps eames 555 
Additional applications to be filed July 1, 1959, to June 30, 1960 (assum- 
ing availability of capital grant authority) _..--....----------------- 480 
Total requirements through June 30, 1960_..---.---------.------ 1, 035 


The actual applications on hand with the URA on June 30, 1959, 
was $272 million. The applications which were withdrawn or re- 
duced by operation of the formula prior to January 1, 1959, were $102 
million. This was disclosed by the survey which I have just men- 
tioned. Applications deferred—that is, not submitted—since Janu- 
ary 1, 1959, pending the availability of capital grant authority were 
$181 million. That gives us a backlog as of June 30 of this year in 
the amount of $555 million. 
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Senator Crark. Where did you get that figure, Mr. Searles, $181 
million ? 

Mr. Searues. The U.S. Conference of Mayors and the American 
Municipal Association sent out questionnaires to various cities and 
produced the figure which you see here. The two figures derived 
from the survey are the two on applications actually withdrawn 
and on applications which cities would have submitted had authority 
been available. 

This, we feel, presents a backlog as of June 30 of this year of $555 
million. 

Additional applications to be filed between July 1 of this year and 
June 30, 1960, assuming that capital grant authority is available, we 
estimate at $480 million. 

Senator CLark. Where did you get that figure? 

Mr. Searies. Commissioner Steiner estimated that the then cur- 
rent rate of applications was $40 million a month. We used the 
Urban Renewal Commissioner’s own estimate. 

Senator Ciark. That estimate was made some 6 months ago. 

Mr. Searues. It certainly was; yes, sir. It is very conservative, 

Senator CiarK. Do you think the rate would be higher or lower if 
it were up-dated to as of now ? 

Mr. Searues. Higher. This gives a total, which we think is con- 
servative, of our requirements between now and June 30, 1960, of 
$1,035 million. 

Contrast this estimate, based on the best data available to us, with 
the $500 million authorization for the same period in 8. 57. In our 
judgment, the authorization in S. 57 cannot appropriately be termed 
“excessive.” 

2. The President states that— 

Even though we have over 100,000 previously authorized public housing units 
as yet unbuilt, the bill would authorize 190,000 more. 

It is unfortunate that the veto message contains language the effect 
of which is to convey an erroneous impression that no more units are 
needed since so many are already “unbuilt.” 

The fact is, of course, that the 100,000 “unbuilt” units are all ef- 
fectively committed by binding contracts of the Federal Government 
with local housing authorities. They are in various stages leading 
to the category of “built” or completed for occupancy. Following 
preliminary planning, tentative site selections, and the submission of 
a feasible development program satisfactory to the Public Housing 
Administration and leading to the execution of an annual contri- 
butions contract, the local housing authority must take the following 
steps (and this is a minimum summary of the actual steps which must 
be taken) : 

(a) Contract for architectural services; 

(6) Prepare preliminary plans and specifications; 

(c) Develop a utility analysis; 

(d) Appraise all parcels on the site ; 

(e) Obtain options on land to be purchased ; 

(f) Acquire all parcels by purchase or condemnation ; 

(g) Relocate families living on the site; 
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(h) Clear all structures on the site; 

(7) Submit a development cost budget ; 

(j) Prepare working drawings; 

(/:) Prepare final plans and specifications ; 

(7) Prepare bid and contract documents; 

(m) Submit data on current needs and on private housing market 
availability—this is to establish the 20-percent gap—; 

(n) Advertise for bids; 

(o) Award construction contracts; 

(p) Complete construction. 

Virtually every step in the process must be submitted for review and 
approval by the Federal agency before the next step is undertaken. 
Obviously, some steps such as site acquisition, clearance, and construc- 
tion require considerable time to accomplish. Delays are often en- 
countered in processing and_ reprocessing. Coupled with frequent 
difficulties resulting from local opposition to sites and the necessity for 
obtaining local approval of zoning changes, closing of streets, street 
openings, and so forth, the time lag between execution of the annual 
contributions contract and the completion of construction may be 
several to many years. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one question ? 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Clark. 

Senator CLark. Your analysis assumes that the site has been selected 
by the local authority and approved by the local governing body before 
any of these things take place? 

Mr. Srartxs. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator CLark. So you cannot even start to deal with the Federal 
Government until the site has been selected and approved at the local 
level ? 

Mr. Srartrs. It must be tentatively selected and approved; yes, sir. 

Not all units in a program under a single annual contributions con- 
tract are in the same degree of completion. Frequently the program 
is undertaken in several stages, the size of each one determined gen- 
erally by the number of units to be accommodated on one site. This 
means that the time lag between contract execution and completion 
may be further increased. 

There have been many rejections by PHA of submitted proposals, 
including a substantial number of cases where design and site layout 
have been completed with the advice and consent of PHA, but where 
costs have exceeded the administratively determined arbitrary cost 
limitation of $17,000 per unit. Redesign at higher densities than 
communities are willing to accept has been the only alternative given 
them. The impasse has created additional delays and will cost more 
money. Rising construction costs year by year bear this out. 

When one considers that during the past year slightly more than 
35,000 units were placed under annual contributions contract. (with 
the bulk of these executed just a month ago), one can expect that the 
total number unbuilt would run to a sizable figure. Under normal 
circumstances, a large number of units would fall into this category. 
With unnecessary delays, roadblocks, and restrictions, it is no wonder 
that the total number runs to 100,000. 
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None of these 100,000 units is available to many localities which 
have applied for an initial or additional allocation of units. With 
the increasing need of housing for low-income families displaced as a 

result of urban renewal activity, highway program operations, and 
other governmental actions, many more cities are applying for public 
housing. Unless this relocation resource is available (and it takes 
time to provide as indicated above), the other programs are delayed 
and may be compelled to stop, at least temporarily, at substantial 
additional cost to their execution. 

Senator Ciark. May I make a brief observation, Mr. Chairman? 

What Mr. Searles just said was abundantly documented at hearings 
held over a year ago by this subcommittee in Pittsburgh, Phila- 
delphia, Portland, Maine, and in Chic ago, where the needs of all 
Illinois municipalities were considered. I think there cannot be a 
shadow of a doubt that what he has said is true. 

Mr. Seartes. Thank you, sir. Mr. Tronzo, the executive director 
of the Pittsburgh Housing Authority, is here for firsthand informa- 
tion if we need it, sir. 

The President states that S. 57 “contains provisions which are 
discriminatory and unfair.” In support of this statement, he cites 
two of the provisions of the bill dealing with the urban renewal 
program. 

The first of these is the so-called antirationing provision. In the 

view of the President— 
a few large cities by making early application, could tie up all of the funds 
available under the urban renewal program. The administration would be 
specifically prohibited from preventing this discrimination against our smaller 
cities which have not yet entered the program or which do not have large plan- 
ning staffs. 

The purpose of the antirationing provision is to return the urban 
renewal program to the principle of a first-come, first-served alloca- 
tion of urban renewal capital grants. The first-come, first-served 
principle was in effect for the first 9 years of the urban renewal pro- 
gram from enactment of the Housing Act of 1949 until imposition by 
HHFA last September of the formula for the rationing of capital 
grants. 

Did the first-come, first-served principle operate in a discriminatory 
manner against smaller communities during the first 9 years of “i 
program? The answer is, of course, “No.” As of December 31, 19 
241 of the 386 localities in the program had populations of 50, 00 o or 
less; 91 of these communities were under 10,000 in population. Of 
a total of 648 projects in these 386 localities, 289 projects were located 
in communities of 50,000 or less population; 103 projects were in com- 
munities of less than 10,000 population. The following table clearly 
demonstrates that to date the urban renewal program can hardly be 
described as a big city program. 

The table shows the number of projects by localities and by popula- 
tion of localities. The purpose of the table, of course, is to show that 
there has been substantial, really surprising activity in urban renewal 
on the part of smaller communities. It shows also that. the first- 
come, first-served principle has not in effect kept out smaller localities. 
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(The table referred to follows :) 


Projects and population by localities 





Population Localities Projects 

1 million and over- 5 76 
500,000 to 999,999 11 46 
250,000 to 499,999 - 7 ay os : 17 | 45 
100,000 to 249,999 : aah ; | 52 103 
50,000 to 99,999 _- : : 60 89 
25,000 to 49,999. _......--.------- ; en 54 67 
10,000 to 24,999......._-.....--- d Pee cease We ekate 06 119 
Under 10,000_..--- pron cee se ; seed = ol 91 103 

PONS aah de dkacn ckmadink svete buncaberanccnyasenkhkewonbnscweamarcc | 386 | 648 





Mr. Sreartes. An examination of the list of applications on hand 
with the Urban Renewal Administration as of June 30, 1959, indi- 
cates substantially the same pattern of population distribution of lo- 
calities. 'These applications would, of course, be honored first under 
the provisions of 8. 57. 

Obviously, a few large cities have not tied up all of the funds 
available to date under the urban renewal program. Is there any 
valid basis for believing that they would do so in the future under 
a ar “first-come, first-served” policy? The answer again 
s, “No. 

os S. 57 retains all of the statutory limitations presently ap- 
plicable to the allocation of urban renew: val capital grant funds, in- 
cluding the 1214 percent State limitation. 

Second, the size and rate of the urban renewal program in any 
community is governed by several factors: 

(a) The financial capacity of the locality to provide local grants in 
aid. 

(b) The relocation capacity of the locality to rehouse families dis- 
placed by the urban renewal, highway, and other public improve- 
ment programs. Since the highway program has a relatively greater 
relocation impact on larger cities than on smaller communities, the 
relocation capacity of the larger localities is proportionately less. 

(c) The capacity of the locality to absorb cleared project land for 
reuse. 

(qd) The administrative capacity of the locality and the local re- 
newal agency. 

These factors apply to all communities, large and small. They 
operate to control the rate of the urban renewal program just as 
surely as does the amount of capital grants provided by the Federal 
Goverment. They operate to control the rate at which localities 
are able to submit applications to HHFA; indeed, they are the basis 
for statutory and administrative policies, none of which are in any 
way affected by the “antirationing” provision of S. 57, which gov- 
ern the approval by HHFA of such ‘applications. 

4. The second urban renewal provision of S. 57 cited by the Presi- 
dent as “discriminatory and unfair” is the provision permitting credit 
for noncash local grants-in-aid commenced not more than 5 years be- 
fore the loan and ‘grant contract for the project to which such public 
improvements or facilities are related. 
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It is difficult to understand how this provision can properly be 
termed “discriminatory” since it would apply uniformly to all lo- 
calities and to all projects. 

It is equally difficult to understand how this provision can proper- 
ly be termed “unfair.” Unfair to whom? Unfair to communities 
which are unable to delay the provision of desperately needed pub- 
lic improvements and facilities until the start of an urban renewal 
project in the area in which they are located ? 

Again, it is important to understand that a retroactive credit pro- 
vision for noncash local grants-in-aid is not something new to the 
urban renewal program. ‘Under existing law, HHFA permits credit 
for such public improvements and facilities begun after the start of 
project planning but before the loan and grant contract. This is 
ordinarily a 2- to 3-year period. In effect, the provision in S. 57 
would extend this period an additional 2 or 3 years. But it hardly 
constitutes a new concept. 

As a matter of fact, the administration earlier proposed such a 
provision, provided that there existed, prior to the start of the public 
improvement or facility, a “community renewal program” approved 
by HHFA. No locality now has such a community renewal program, 
authorization for the preparation of which is contained for the first 
time in 8.57. The preparation of a community renewal program by a 
locality is optional (not mandatory, as in the case of the “workable 
program”) and requires a matching one-third local grant, which many 
localities, particularly small communities, would be unable to furnish. 
Thus, an entire class of localities, otherwise equally eligible for other 
benefits under the urban renewal program, would be effectiv ely pre- 
cluded from using the noncash local grant-in-aid provision. 

Senator SparKMAN. Would those be the small cities generally ? 

Mr. Srartes. They would be generally the smaller ones which would 
be unable to afford the community renewal project, under the admin- 
istration’s proposal. 

Senator CrarK. And also in those cities where substantial economic 
distress exists. 

Mr. Srartes. That is perfectly true. And where the need for re- 
moving this substantial economic distress is most urgent. 

It is important to note also that the provision in S. 57 does not in 
any way affect existing statutory and administrative criteria for eligi- 
bility of public improvements and facilities as noncash local grants- 
in-aid. It would merely affect the period during which otherwise 
eligible noncash local grants-in- aid could be er edited. 

The term “noncash local grant-in-aid” is really a misnomer. With 
respect to public improvements, it simply means that the cost of the 
improvement is paid initially by the locality and not out of temporary 
loan funds. It is irrelevant whether or not such improvements would 
have been made in the absence of such project. The essential test of 
their eligibility is, and should be, their relationship to the urban 
renewal plan for the project. The retroactive credit provision in S. 
57 would in no way alter this sound principle. 

At least one other statement in the President’s veto message requires 
a brief comment. In calling for enactment of legislation along the 
lines recommended by the administration, the message states that) “the 
local share of the [urban renewal] costs should be increased.” 
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Permit me to quote from my testimony to this committee last 

January. I said— 
The Federal-local sharing formula is the price tag which the Federal Government 
places on local participation in urban renewal. By raising the price, a substantial 
number of communities—many of those who are most in need of an aggressive 
urban renewal program—will either be priced out of the program completely or 
unable to buy as much of it as they need. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our communities can- 
not absorb a greater proportionate share of the cost of urban renewal, 
so long as they continue to be faced with life-or-death fiscal problems 
resulting largely from existing Federal and State tax and revenue 
policies. It will be appropriate to propose a larger local share of the 
cost of urban renewal only after our municipalities are permitted a 
larger and more equitable share of the Nation’s tax resources. 

The decision as to whether S. 57 is enacted into law without the 
President’s approval or whether other housing legislation is passed 
is properly within the province of the Congress. We respectfully 
submit, and strongly urge, that the Housing Act of 1959, however 
achieved, must contain program authorizations for housing and urban 
renewal at least at the level of those in 8S. 57. . This bill contains many 
yrovisions essential to the continued vitality and effectiveness of 
Scclian and urban renewal programs. But it is a minimum bill, 
below which the Congress ought not to go. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Mr. Searles. 

Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. I would like to ask just a couple questions, Mr. 
Chairman. You discuss the possibilities of the requirements as you 
see them for urban renewal operations. Do you take the position that 
the Congress should authorize whatever amount of capital grants 
the cities ask for without regard to other needs? I mean what is 
your position on that? Don’t you think they have to place some 
limitation on this program ¢ 

Mr. Srartes. I certainly do, sir. All we suggest is that you place 
a reasonable limitation to keep these programs at a minimum level 
and that is what we feel S. 57 is. It provides only part of what we 
consider to be a very conservative estimate of the real need today. 

Senator Busu. From what your figures show, it appears to be be- 
low what the cities and towns in total would like te have the Govern- 
ment do on it. But whether it is below a reasonable limit, that, of 
course, becomes a matter of opinion in which I think the President 
has had to take into account the needs of other programs not in the 
housing field, as I have said before, in the fields of defense and agri- 
culture, the public debt, and other commitments that are binding upon 
the Federal Government already. 

I make the statement in passing, that I don’t think it can be ex- 
pected that the Government could honor all of the requests that come 
in under a program of this kind. 

One of the problems has been—I am now referring to your state- 
ment—one of the problems has been the delay in getting public hous- 
ing, in getting urban renewal projects underway. I am speaking 
now of public housing as you refer to it. How many years do you 
think would be a reasonable limitation for the Federal Government 
to impose on moving from the contract stage to the construction 
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stage? Is 3 years reasonable or should it be 4 or 5 years. I ask you 
also don’t you think there should be some termination date placed 
on these contracts ¢ 

In other words, we have outstanding a great many contracts. I 
have forgotten the total amount, but a lot of these have been delayed 
for years, for one reason or another, at the local level—all, apparently, 
at the local level. Do you think there is some point at which we 
should recapture those authorizations? Should it be 3 years, 4 years, 
» years or what ? 

Mr. Seances. First, I am afraid, sir, I will have to disagree that 
the delays have been at the local level. Of. course in some cases there 
have been and there are, in both renewal and public housing, certain 
administrative provisions, if the project is abandoned locally, for 
bringing the authorization back, but the very complicated adminis- 
trative procedure for getting these projects underway means that the 
delays are not all at the local level and, further, it means that a par- 
ticular project for one reason or another, quite apart from anybody’s 
fault, may require a substantial amount of time and still be a very 
positive asset to the community and to the country, I don’t think that 
a legislative limitation on the time required would be adv isable, but 
most of all I think that we feel, as you do, that the sooner these projects 
can be built the better. 

Senator Busu. Some of these projects appear to be in a position 
where they are not going to go ahead at all, yet they have a contract 
authorization. Do you think we should have some legislation which 
would enable the Government to recapture that so as to give it to 
some community that is ready, willing, and able to go ahead; or 
not ? 

Mr. Seartes. I believe it should be an administrative determina- 
tion, sir, by the Commissioner. When he has a dead project, he has 
the powers and provisions for recapturing these allocations of units. 

Senator Busu. He would probably require some legal authority to 
cancel a contract that he already made. 

Mr. Srartes. It could be done by mutual agreement, sir, if the 
project is not going ahead. 

Senator Busu. That is right, I suppose. Rather, I don’t know 
that that is right, but I suppose it could be done. But you have no 
recommendation to make in that connection ? 

Mr. Seartes. Not for legislation; no, sir. I would suggest that 
some projects should move more rapidly and I know our association 
would heartily concur, but an actual time limitation might cost us 
some of the best projects which are now on the planning board. 

Senator Busn. Just one further question, Mr. Searles: Do you 

have a breakdown of the dollar amounts—I am referring to your 
table where you list the population, localities, and pr ojects—do ' you 
have a breakdown of the dollar amounts for each category of cities 
which you have broken down by population? How much has been 
reserved for cities of 1 million and over, and so forth? Could you 
give us the dollar amounts involved that would fit into that table? 

Mr. Seartes. We would be pleased to do it, sir. We do not have it 
handy, but we would be pleased to submit that. 

Senator Busn. I think that would be helpful, Mr. Chairman. 


Se 
M 
Se 
Se 
(‘I 


Hon. 
Chai 
Com 
US. 
DE 
comyu 
heari 
tion 
local 


1 milli 
500,00 
250,004 
100,00 
50,000 
25,000 
10,000 
Under 


this 


Ou 
ed 


ed 
y; 
ve 
nS, 


at 
re 


or 
iS- 
he 


ys 
ry 
at 
ut 
ts 


on 
ct 


IW 
ho 


Lat 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 515 


Senator SparKMAN. Can you do it by tomorrow ? 

Mr. Searces. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparKMAN. Fine. We would be glad to have it. 
Senator Busn. I thank you. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT OFFICIALS, 
Washington, D.C., July 80, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: During the course of my testimony before your 
committee today, Senator Bush requested that we furnish for the record of the 
hearings a tabulation of urban renewal capital grant reservations by popula- 
tion category. This information is set forth below for 648 projects in 386 
localities, as of December 31, 1958: 


Projects and population by localities and dollar amounts 








| . 
Number of | Number of | Total capital 








Population localities | projects | grant reser- 
| vations 

NA TR ne ee at eut deeous zak 5 76 | $365, 806, 422 
500,000 to 999,999___.___-_______. : 11 46 | 264, 692, 993 
250,000 to 499,999__._._______ da 17 45 | 116,511,921 
100,000 to 249,999._...______ EE a EN ee 52 103 | 254, 446, 760 
ne ee 60 89 | 125, 751, 886 
IP CO a one ee ees : 54 67 | 73, 286, 382 
NPAT ON nc ee ge cat ee ‘. 96 119 84, 615, 108 
ae ee gl 103 | 39, 061, 582 

CU Sa I a EAE NE tat 5 386 | 648 | 1, 324, 173, 054 








Respectfully yours, 
JOHN R. SEARLES, Jr., President. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Senator Clark? 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions to ask Mr. 
Searles, except I would like to congratulate him for a perfectly splen- 
did and clear statement. However, in view of the comments which 
Senator Bush has made, I would like to ask the chairman’s permission 
to insert in the record at this point a memorandum entitled “The 
Housing Authority of the City of Pittsburgh,” prepared by Mr. Alfred 
Tronza, who is in the audience. In the interest of time I will not 
insist on his being called. This memorandum, a copy of which I am 
happy to make available to Senator Bush, I think disposes pretty 
completely, so far as one big metropolitan city is concerned, of the 
charge that the delays in public housing programs are at the local 
level. It indicates the frustrations which result in dealing with 
the Federal bureaucracy and I think makes it quite clear, indeed, why 
there are 100,000 units allocated but unbuilt. 

I would like permission to have that memorandum placed in the 
record. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Without objection, it will be done. 

(The memorandum referred to follows :) 


THE HovusING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF PITTSBURGH 


The manuals, bulletins, and circulars issued by the PHA with respect to 
development alone, measure 2 feet in thickness; but it’s only the beginning of 
this roadblock that has been harassing our housing program. 
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The PHA review of the various stages of planning a community, and even 
through the actual construction period, is endless, excessive, and in many in- 
stances, offensive to the integrity and intelligence of the local authority staff 
and its architects and engineers. It’s our considered judgment that such reviews 
should be limited to good housing design based upon management experience, 
rather than on a meticulous policing of closet sizes, color of floor tile, distances 
between this and that—or the rearrangement of the kitchen equipment or the 
bedroom. This required adherence to innumerable standards, minimum floor 
areas, etc., not only wastes precious time, but stifles creative planning and pro- 
motes design by dictate. 

This imposition of authority by the PHA upon a local housing authority is, 
in our opinion, responsible for much of the delay and failure in absorbing the 
modest program of public housing allotted by Congress during the past several 
years. 

For example our authority began site studies for a proposed housing com- 
munity early in 1950. Neighborhood opposition developed, which ended with a 
U.S. Supreme Court decision in our favor in October of 1955—within 1 month, 
November 18, to be exact, we submitted a revised development program for 999 
units for project PA 1-9. To the PHA during the next 16 months there ensued 
innumerable reviews and objections, and further reviews at the PHA central 
office level. Finally, approval of these preliminary plans came through in 
March of 1957; but in the meantime, our architects, who had been waiting 
eagerly to get on with the task, suffered pangs of hunger, and so had to seek 
out and commit themselves to other work. So some additional time was lost. 

The next phase of work, the intermediate plans, outline specifications, and cost 
estimates, was prepared by our architects and submitted to PHA on November 
29, 1957—and 5 months later, May 1, 1958, PHA completed its review which 
resulted in 10 closely typed pages of comments, which culminated in more 
letterwriting, phone calls, and more trips back and forth from Washington— 
however, on May 27, our final plans and specifications for grading 214 million 
cubie yards of earth were issued to bidders, and on June 24 we opened bids and 
subsequently awarded the contract. 

Bidding documents for the installation of sewer, water, and gas mains were 
completed on December 30, 1958; and bids were received on January 27 of this 
year. The grading work is almost completed and the utility work is 45 percent 
complete. 

The final plans and specifications ‘or the building construction were submit- 
ted to PHA on February 20, 1959, and PHA’s review, in the form of a 29-page 
letter, was received on May 22—in only 3 short months this time. 

The plans for the development of this community were based on numerous 
conferences between the architects and key members of our technical mainte 
nance, and management staff—representing management and maintenance ex- 
periences of our 20 years of operations. However, the PHA raisés innumerable 
objections to these plans, insisting that we submit formal requests for waivers 
of their mandatory regulations—if we want to keep play spaces and walks 
arranged in accordance with the plans—also if we insist on saving $30,000 by 
uot putting doors on linen closets—or if we use a typical kitchen sink and pro- 
vide laundry facilities only in the basement—or if we don’t provide a public stor- 
age room for perambulators—or if we don’t install scuttles for access to the roof 
of each building—or if we want what we believe to be a sufficient number of 
laundry trays in the community laundries, etc., etc., ad infinitum. 

Our insistence upon local autonomy in matters such as these is occasionally 
successful—but it is always time consuming and frustrating. 

Our housing authority submitted a development program for project PA 1-13 
(176 units) on July 12, 1956. Preliminary plans and cost estimates were pre 
pared by our architects and sent to PHA on October 10, 1957. After several 
conferences and considerable correspondence, these plans were approved on 
May 1, 1958—7%4 months later. Final plans were sent to PHA on November 21, 
1958; and comments based on their review were received January 22, 1959. By 
March 30 the PHA and our authority had reached agreement on a number of 
questions; we were granted some waivers and we were authorized to proceed 
with the preparation of bidding documents—but by this time, the inflation, 
caused apparently by the anticipated passage of the housing bill, caught up with 
us—bids were invited on April 20, opened on June 2 and found to be too high. 

The development program for PA 1-12 (540 units) was submitted on July 12, 
1956, prepreliminary plans were prepared and submitted to PHA on November 
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14, 1957. The PHA completed its review and called a conference in Washington 
to discuss same on July 8, 1958—over 8 months later. Preliminary plans were 
submitted to PHA on May 20, 1959, and these review comments arrived in my 
office a few days ago. 

Some time later this month or early next month, perhaps PHA willing, with 
members of our technical and maintenance staff and the architects and their 
engineers, we will come to Washington prepared to discuss and reach agreement 
or compromise on the numerous items reviewed—and gentlemen—all this 
wouldn’t be so sad—if time only stood still. 


Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman, unrelated to this or the witness, I 
would like to ask permission to have inserted in the record a letter 
from the State of Connecticut Development Commission in connection 
with helping smaller communities plan for urban renewal. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Let that be printed, also. I would suggest that 
both of these come after we have completed the testimony of Mr. 
Searles. 

Senator Busy. Mine need not relate to this at all. 

Senator Crark. I would like mine, if I might, to appear right 
at the point after the colloquy that Senator Bush had with the witness. 

Senator SparKMAN. Very good. 

(The letter Senator Bush teferred to follows: ) 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 
Hartford, Conn., July 28, 1959. 
Hon. Prescorr BusH, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SeEnatToR BusH: We understand that Congress is currently giving 
further consideration to a 1959 housing bill. The housing bills of 1954 and 1956 
and the recently wetoed bill contained provision for urban planning assistance, 
commonly known as the 701 program. The Connecticut Development Commission 
has a very direct interest in this element of the housing bill since the commis- 
sion administers the 701 program in Connecticut. 

The urban planning assistance program has provided Federal matching funds 
for technical planning work in munic ipalities under 25,000 population, in larger 
nunicipalities afflicted by disaster and in metropolitan or regional areas. Com- 
paratively speaking, the cost of this program is low but we feel the benefits 
are great. Professional planning consultants working for the municipalities 
through the development commission prepare comprehensive plans of develop- 
ment, zoning and subdivision regulations, capital improvement programs and 
other technical tools vital to urban renewal programs and to the prevention of 
blight and decay. A comprehensive planning program is a prerequisite for par- 
ticipation in the Federal urban renewal program. This 701 program can go 
far to prevent blight and thus in the long run can reduce the need for costly 
urban renewal. 

For your deliberations on a housing bill, we felt you might wish to know the 
status of the urban planning assistance program in Connecticut to date. Since 
1955, 46 municipalities with a land area of 1,368 square miles and a 1950 popula- 
tion of 455,870 have participated in the program at a total contract cost of $427,- 
257. All municipalities aided have been under 25,000 population except for the 
disaster afflicted city of Waterbury. The 701 program has also resulted in 
regional plans for the three flood valleys and in the recently approved project for 
the capitol planning region around Hartford. 

However, a great many municipalities under 25,000 population have not as yet 
had 701 aid and their opportunity for participation is largely dependent on 
passage of a new housing bill. Seventy-three municipalities with planning 
and/or zoning commissions which have a total area of 2,100 square miles and a 
1950 population of 299,022 have not received 701 aid. There are also 32 
municipalities with populations of less than 25,000 which currently lack plan- 
ning and zoning commissions. These total 1,100 square miles and a 1950 popula- 
tion of 83,385. Were these to establish planning and/or zoning commissions, 
they could receive 701 aid. 

If the “701” requirements were amended to permit aid to municipalities in the 
25,000 to 50,000 population category as proposed in the recently vetoed housing 
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bill, 16 other Connecticut municipalities totaling 436 square miles with a total 
1950 population of 557,022 would be eligible. 

The Development Commission is actively promoting regional planning. In 
addition to the capitol region which is now receiving “701” aid, one final and 
seven tentative definitions of regions have been made. Hopefully, regional plan- 
ning agencies will be established within these regions and “701” aid will be vital 
for these agencies in preparing regional plans. 

We also understand that the housing bill which was vetoed provided funds for 
State planning. We are very much interested in this phase of planning and 
would expect to undertake work under this program if available. 

We feel that Connecticut has benefited greatly from the urban planning assist- 
ance program. However, the preceding statistics indicate that many more 
municipalities and regions are eligible and would greatly benefit from such aid. 
Congressional action will be required if this program is to be continued. Your 
support will be greatly appreciated. 

Very respectfully, 
JAMES S. Krar, Chief, Planning Division. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Senator Muskie? 

Senator Muskie. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I have one or two questions. 

Mr. Searles, looking at your figures on urban renewal, the conclu- 
sion seems inescapable that even under S. 57 some kind of rationing 
program would be required. Is that an accurate statement ? 

Mr. Srarues. No, sir; it is not. We favor that “first come, first 
served” principle. Some projects which might be ready to go may 
have to be deferred. The splitting up and fractionalizing of projects 
which is forced by rationing we feel has been extremely unhealthy. 
T think the feeling among communities generally has been that it just 
hasn’t worked. 

I can name city after city. Buffalo is an example. I know you 
have heard from the mayor of that city. Baltimore has a large proj- 
ect, too, which would much rather take its place in line, wait its turn 
in order to do the project right as a unit, rather than a small piece here 
and a small piece there. 

Slum clearance has got to be sufficiently well planned and grounded 
so that it can withstand blighting influence and create its own environ- 
ment. A half block slum area cleared would fall back in a slum 
condition. 

Senator Muskie. The “first come first served” proposition, then, | 
would mean that, if they are projects on the same level, that it would 
increase the backlog even under S. 57. 

Mr. Seartes. That appears to be right; yes, sir. 

Senator Musxre. Does this mean that the smaller city, by reason 
of deferment, would be more likely to be discriminated against. than 
the larger city ? 

Mr. Seartes. Absolutely not. We feel that cities should take their 
place in line and if Poughkeepsie is in ahead of New York City, New | 
York City waits. ' 

Senator CLarK. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Musxkrr. Yes. 

Senator CrarK. They are in line now. The testimony yesterday 
and today amply demonstrated that. We had the map, which is 
already in the record, which showed the small communities of Penn- 
sylvania are already in line. 

Senator Muskie. Senator Clark is quite right with respect to that, 
but I am thinking of the long-range projects. Senator Bush raised 
this question. Until recently there was no rationing or no deferment 
policy of applications, as I understand. 
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Mr. Seartes. The capital grant authorization was sufficient to take 
care of applications as the cities began building up a head of steam; 

es, Sir. 

Senator Muskie. If we take your figures and accept the proposition 
that over a long period of time in the future the authorizations pro- 
vided shall be less than the requirements, then I ask simply this 
question: Once these $272 million small city requirements are taken 
care of over the long range, if authorizations are less than require- 
ments is it fair to ask whether or not the small cities, because of the 
relative inadequacy of their administrative staffs and their planning 
staffs, are likely to be discriminated against? Are they not likely to 
get in line more slowly than the large | cities ? 

Mr. Srartes. It is certainly our sincere hope that they wouldn't. 
State agencies, such as the Connecticut Development Commission, and 

other States have similar commissions—I know Pennsylvania has— 
stimulate small cities and give them the help they need. We feel that 
is one of the frontiers in this program and that the small cities perhaps 
need more help on the State level. They need more help under the 
urban planning grant program to get underway. 

Senator Muskie. In this connection, Mr. Searles, you set out several 
factors which govern the ability of communities to participate in 
urban renewal programs and although it is quite true, as you say, 
that these factors apply to all communities, large and small, aren’t 
they more likely to slow up the small cities ability to come into the 
program, than the large city? By “small” I don’t talk about Pough- 
keepsie; I am talking about Portland and such cities as that. 

Mr. SEARLES. We ‘sincerely don’t think so. We think that some of 
the smaller communities have some of the best urban renewal programs 
that we have in the country and that their example will spur others on. 

Now, while proportionately there aren’t as many small cities in 
the program, the number is growing rapidly and we think that some 
of the small city programs are excellent and : aggressive and they do 
have good staffs. They have top consultants avs vailable to them, when 
they can’t afford full-time professional staff in all fields. 

Senator Musxm. I am just an amateur in this field. I am learning 
from these experts like Senator Bush and Senator Clark and Senator 
Sparkman, but would you comment for me on the extent to which 
programs as presented by cities are shaken down? I don’t mean cut 
back beyond the point where they serve useful purposes, but the extent 
to which they are shaken down. Is there a tendency at all to present 
overambitious ” ograms ? 

Mr. Srartes. I don’t think there has been too much of a tendency. 
There have been some cases where certain parts of the projects I know 
have been determined to be ineligible, but I know that there have also 
been cases where cities have not realized the extent of the cost of these 
projects and where they were not sufficiently reviewed. The result 
of administrative review by the Urban Renewal Administration has 
not resulted in substantial cutback. Frequently they result in an 
increase by pointing up all of the different cost factors that go into 

making up one of these projects. 

Senator Musxre. If I may refer again to your figures, you say $102 
million and $181 million are the figures re ached as a result of a survey 
or questionnaire. This is connec ted with my previous question—is 
this likely at all to be an inflated figure ? 
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Mr. Searies. We actually think it is a conservative figure. In the 
first place, we didn’t tap everybody. We wanted to be conservative 
and get a rockbottom figure we could be extremely sure of. 

Senator Muskie. These are based on actual thinking and planning 
that has been done with respect to projects; is that right ? 

Mr. Srartes. Yes, sir. With respect to the $102 million figure, we 
asked, 

Now you have applied for a project, but you had to adjust your project in a 
way which you perhaps considered unsound. What was your original project 
before you cut it back to get the application in. 

We totaled up the responses and that produced a figure of $102 mil- 
lion. 

Senator Musk. This is fairly firm figure ? 

How about the $181 million figure? I think perhaps my question is 
more applicable to that one. 

Mr. Searves. That is based on the survey and on the Urban Renewal 
Commissioner’s statement that the rate prior to the formula—actually 
a year ago June—was $40 million a month in approvable applications 
which they were receiving. 

Senator Muskie. The applications were pending and—— 

Mr. Srarzes. These were approvable applications. In other words, 
they go over them to see if they are roughly eligible. 

For example, they would not include a commercial-to-commercial 
project which is not permitted under the act. These were, on the face 
of them, approvable applications, which could have been accepted 
and would have been had there been funds available. 

Senator CLarK. Would the Senator yield for a brief question ? 

Senator Muskre. Yes. 

Senator Crark. I would like to get on the record at this point my 
own strong view that we ought to stick with “first come, first served” 
for the next 2 fiscal years. That will create a backlog and that is un- 
fortunate, but the way this problem is inevitably going to be solved in 
the long run is by increasing the authorization to an amount adequate 
to take care of the needs. We know that can’t happen before January 
3, 1961. In my judgment it will happen then regardless of whether a 
Republican or Democrat then occupies the White House. 

Senator Muskie. To pursue my line of questioning with just one 
more question, we have two cities in Maine that have never been in 
the urban renewal program—Portland and Bangor. They are inter- 
ested in it, but they have no background and experience, no know-how, 
no staff. If they operate under the policy of deferment, they are 
standing inline. These new cities are likely to be handicapped and are 
likely to be slower in coming into line. 

Mr. Seartes. Portland has been an active member of our association, 
I know, and the Urban Renewal Director participated with us in a 
number of our conferences. They have had some extremely interest- 
ing projects in Portland. I am not sure of the current stage of them, 
but I was familiar with them a few months ago and they were ex- 
tremely interesting in urban renewal projects. 

Iam not too familiar with the Bangor situation. 

Senator Muskie. They are not in it at all. 

Mr. Seartes. I know they have some need for it. I am familiar 
with Bangor and there are some places where I think it would be help- 
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ful. The Portland i were particularly well planned, I thought, 
and had as good a chance at being pilot projects in the rehabilitation 
field as any that have been brought up. 

Senator Muskie. They are getting along fine except for a relocation 
problem they have. 

I would like to ask a question, as long as I am at this point. Is 
public housing the only answer to relocation } 

Mr. Srartes. No, but it is part of the essential answer. We find 
here in Washington that for 25 percent of the families, particularly 
the larger families, there is just no solution in the private market. 
It is 25 percent of our total answer here in Washington and I think 
that is borne out by the Philadelphia experience, too, sir. That 25 
percent is essential. Those families go out to repopulate slums or they 
have tremendous social problems without public housing programs. 
This also relates to other displacement programs, whether it is public 
buildings, highways, or otherwise. There is a group of families that 
can be handled in no other way and we have found no other solution 
for them yet. 

Senator CLarK. Will you yield? 

Senator Muskie. Yes. 

Senator CiarKk. I went to Portland to take testimony on this matter 
a little over a year ago and I, too, was impressed with the vision and 
imagination of their planning. At that point they had a fixation 
against public housing. They had been able to take care of the re- 
location problem of their first project without having to resort to 
public housing. I was confident they would never get ahead with 
their second project without any public housing and sooner or later 
they are going to appreciate it themselves. I would still hazard the 
guess that this will happen and that they would see the handwriting 
on the wall. The fact is you don’t have real slum clearance for a 
community if you don’t have some public housing. 

[ just put that in as a comment. 

Mr. Searzes. I would certainly agree with you. 

Senator Musxre. I wanted to solicit some further comment on this 
noncash local grants-in-aid but we have so many witnesses, I will 
defer it. 

Senator Bus. May I ask one question ? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Busu. You refer to the administratively determined arbi- 
trary cost limitation of $17,000 per unit. That is put on there by the 
administration, of course, and there is no legal limitation at the present 
time. Doyou think that there should be a legal limitation established ? 
What is your suggestion about that question of limitation ? 

Mr. Searzes. I would like to have Mr. Lange, who has had consid- 
erable experience in this program, answer that. particular question for 
me, if I could, sir. 

Senator Busn. Fine. 

Mr. Lance. Senator Bush, there is a statutory limitation based on 
room count. At one time the law contained a per unit limitation, but 
that was found to be unrealistic because of rising costs. In order to 
meet that maximum unit cost limitation, local housing authorities were 
forced to design units with fewer bedrooms. 

In the 1949 Housing Act this was altered and the maximum cost 
limitation was established on a room basis. This $17,000 cost limita- 

43777—59 34 
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tion is an administratively imposed figure. Most of the submittals 
by local housing authorities around the country have been under the 
statutory cost limitation, but above this $17,000 unit limitation admin- 
istratively imposed. This has resulted, in some instances, in local 
authorities having to redesign their project and knock out certain 
essential items in order to come under that figure. 

In the District of Columbia, to cite an example, in a project designed 
to include housing for the elderly with balconies attached, bids were 
taken which indicated that the figure would go above the $17,000 limi- 
tation. Even though the PHA, the Federal agency, had agreed to 
permit balconies to be included as an essential part of the design, when 
they found that the cost was going above the $17,000, they insisted 
upon the elimination of those balconies, plus some interior amenities 
that were part of the project design. They went out to bid again 
and they came just under the $17,000 limitation. 

In other cases, because of this limitation, the Federal agency is 
requiring local agencies to redesign their projects in order to provide 
greater density in close-in areas, so as to bring their land costs down. 
Land cost is quite a substantial part of the cost figure. The $17,000 
figure is an artificial way of imposing upon the local authorities a 
density which is undesirable. 

In some cases cities are refusing to accept that kind of a high density 
situation and are therefore deferring construction until such time as 
they can find a more satisfactory solution to the problem. 


This is true in Detroit, where over a period of almost 17 years they 
have been trying to get projects underway. They havea nae square 
block area cleared. It has been cleared for 4 or 5 years. They have 


submitted proposals. They had a situation where they had two-story 
low-rise buildings as part of a composite project. Part of the project 
included a single high-rise building of 20 stories to accommodate 
housing for the elderly, for single elderly, as well as couples. Fam- 
ilies, and particularly larger ones, were to be accommodated in the 
low-rise buildings. 

When the bids came in, they ran above the $17,000. They went to 
$17,600. All of those figures were still under, well under the statu- 
tory limitation. The PHA, after many meetings, tried to get the 
local housing authority to redesign the entire project into several 
15- to 18-story buildings with large- family units, as well as elderly 
families, in the same type buildings. This would bring the cost down 
by increasing the density. The city is not willing to accept this as a 
desirable pattern. Judging from the experience with such concen- 
trated projects, it isn’t desirable to require families with children to 
go into high-rise buildings. Some cities are obviously forced into 
this because of limitation of the boundaries of the city. I am think- 
ing of New York City, for example, which doesn’t have the possi- 
bility of spreading their projects out in wider areas. In the case of 
Detroit, for example, they can do this. They can accomplish it ina 
desirable pattern which the cities are willing to accept. But there 
has been an impasse for quite a long spell. The city wants to go 
ahead and the Federal agency would like to go ahead, but there is an 
impasse and lack of agreement on a solution. The impasse is a result 
of an administratively, arbitrarily determined cost limitation which 
we think is unrealistic. 


an 
pe 


co: 
Tl 


»\ 


is 


sil 
ar 


ar 
la 
cil 
m 


Hi 


St 


m| 
ur 
re 


ca 
sn 
Vi 
pe 
m 
pr 


la 


it 
ca 


th 


is 
le 


0) 


ry 
ct 
te 


he 


to 
u- 
he 


al 


vn 


un 
lt 
ch 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 523 


The statutory cost limit would accommodate all of the situations I 
am talking about. A $17,000 cost results primarily from the high 
per unit site cost, running anywhere from $3,000 to $6,000 per unit. 
This is not just the vacant land cost. It includes site improvement 
costs: The cost of demolition, the cost of relocation of families. 
These add materially to the per unit cost. The improvements then 

yramid the price up to what seems an unconscionable figure of 

17,000, but it is a realistic one in terms of kind of construction that 
isT equired and needed in these communities. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much. That is very interesting. 

Senator CiarK. Could I ask just one question, Senator? I know 
you want to get along here. 

Senator SparKMAN. All right. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Lange, this whole problem would be infinitely 
simplified, would it not, if we could deal with it on a metropolitan 
area basis instead of on a city limit basis? 

Mr. Lance. Absolutely. I think this would help a good deal if the 
area of operation could be extended out. With the increasing popu- 
lation of the cities you can’t mass all of the people in the center of 
cities. There has to be some overall plan to accommodate the whole 
metropolitan area. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(The following was received for the record :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT OFFICIALS, 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1959. 
Hon. EpMuND S. MUSKIE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR MUSKIE: Reference is made to my testimony today before the 
Subcommittee on Housing of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee and 
to the several questions which you asked concerning the effect on small com- 
munities of a congressional first-come, first-served policy for the allocation of 
urban renewal capital grant authority. This letter is in amplification of my 
responses to you. 

Without benefit of a transcript of the testimony, I believe that your questions 
may be fairly summarized as follows: 

Would small communities share equitably in the allocation of urban renewal 
capital grant authority under a congressional first-come, first-served policy? 

Of course, the only absolute assurance that all communities—large and 
small—will share equitably in the allocation of urban renewal funds is the pro- 
vision of capital grant authority at an adequate annual rate over a reasonable 
period of years. In my testimony to the Senate Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee last January, I advocated a 10-year, $600 million a year urban renewal 
program. 

Obviously, a program of this magnitude and duration will not be enacted into 
law this year. The question, then, is: 

During a period in which applications exceed available capital grant author- 
ity, would small communities share equitably in the allocation of urban renewal 
capital grant authority under a congressional first-come, first-served policy? 

To answer this question in the negative, it is necessary that at least one of 
the following assumptions be valid: 

First, there is something inherently superior in the operations of a large com- 
munity over that of a small community, or in the operations of a community 
already in the urban renewal program over one which is first entering the pro- 
gram, which will generally permit larger communities to make new applications 
earlier than could smaller communities. This assumption is erroneous for sev- 
eral reasons: 

1. Several States now provide technical assistance to small communities in 
connection with both urban planning and urban renewal programs. In such 
instances, small communities are as equally prepared—sometimes better pre- 
pared—to make early application for capital grant funds. 
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2. More important, the urban planning assistance program under section 701 
of the Housing Act of 1954 has raised the level of comprehensive planning and 
resulted in the preparation of workable programs in hundreds of small com- 
munities throughout the United States. These communities are in as favorable 
a position to make early applications under the urban renewal program as are 
any of the large cities. 

3. Most important, the growth of the urban renewal program has been accom- 
panied by the increased availability of competent planning and urban renewal 
consulting services. Small and large communities have used these consultants 
to prepare applications and to represent the communities in their relations with 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency. As a matter of fact, some of the 
large cities with the largest urban renewal programs rely exclusively or sub- 
stantially on their consultants for technical services and employ relatively small 
staffs to functions essentially in a coordinating and supervisory capacity. In 
the case of small communities, the use of consultants is the typical form for 
operation of the program and places the small communities in an excellent posi- 
tion to make early application for urban renewal funds. 

Second, larger communities have a relatively larger capacity to undertake 
urban renewal activities than do smaller communities and, consequently, will 
make applications more frequently and earlier than will smaller communities. 

This assumption is dealt with on pages 8 and 9 of my statement. The factors 
cited apply—as stated—to all communities and control the rate of urban renewal 
activities in each community. I would only add the following: 

1. The larger cities have more and larger slum and deteriorating areas than do 
smaller communities. Under the existing form of the urban renewal program, 
these are translated into urban renewal projects, generally necessitating indi- 
vidual applications for capital grants. Obviously, a large city will make more 
applications than will a small community. 

2. But it does not necessariy follow that applications from a large city will be 
made earlier than from a small community or that successive applications from a 
large city will be made in a shorter time span. 

3. In fact, indications are to the contrary. The limiting factors appear to 
operate in a cumulative manner and bring a large city to its “saturation” point 
relatively earlier. Generally, the larger communities began their urban re- 
newal programs earlier than did the smaller communities and, with more dol- 
lars to be provided for local grants-in-aid, more families to be relocated, more 
acres of cleared land to be sold, more structures to be rehabilitated, and more 
staff and consultants needed to administer the program, their ability to under- 
take new projects over the next several years will be proportionately less than 
that of the smaller communities. 

Third, some system other than first-come, first-served (for example, the present 
HHFA rationing formula) will provide more equitable treatment for smaller 
communities. 

The fallacy of this assumption is that it further assumes a high correlation 
between the amount of capital grants required at any one time and the popula- 
tion of the locality (the basis for the rationing system). This might be true if 
the urban renewal program operated to make available at one time all of the cap- 
ital grants required to eliminate slums and blight in a community and could be 
utilized for this purpose at one time (which, of course, is not possible because of 
the limiting factors) or if the amount of capital grants available from time to 
time under a population distribution system would equal or exceed the capacity 
of localities to use the authorization (in which case, no rationing system would 
be necessary ). 

The fact is that each community’s urban renewal program breaks down into 
projects—at least for the purpose of Federal financial assistance—and the 
amount of capital grant required to undertake a feasible project may, or may 
not, be within the capital grant amount available to a community under the ra- 
tioning formula for each fiscal year. Since the formula operates on a popula- 
tion basis, smaller communities are entitled to smaller amounts each year and 
are less likely to receive a capital grant reservation adequate to undertake a 
feasible project. HHFA was compelled to recognize this factor in its rationing 
policy and to permit medium-sized communities to accelerate 1 additional year’s 
ration and small communities to accelerate 2 additional years’ ration 
in order to provide sufficient capital grant authority for at least one feasi- 
ble project. But, of course, the effect of this exception is generally to permit 
medium-sized communities to file only one application each 2 years and small 
communities to file only one application each 3 years. 
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It is our sincere conviction that the ‘first-come, first-served” policy, which 
operated to the benefit of large and small communities during the first 9 years 
of the urban renewal program provides the best means of assuring an equitable 
allocation of urban renewal funds to large and small communities in this present 
period of shortage and will assure uniform and equitable treatment to large and 
small communities in future years when, hopefully, the program level will be 
such as to assure capital grant authority in amounts adequate to meet the 
urgent needs of the Nation’s urban areas. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOHN R. SEARLES, Jr., President. 

Senator SpARKMAN. Our next witness is Mr. Ira Robbins, chairman 
of policy committee, National Housing Conference. 

Mr. Robbins, we are glad to have you with us. You have some 
associates with you. If you would present them for the record, I 
would appreciate it. You may proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF IRA S. ROBBINS, CHAIRMAN, POLICY COMMITTEE, 
NATIONAL HOUSING CONFERENCE 


Mr. Rossy. Senator Sparkman and members of the committee, 
my name is Ira 8. Robbins and I have with me William J. Guste, Jr., 
chairman of the board of the National Housing Conference and Mr. 
Frank X. Servaites, executive vice president, and I want to invite the 
members of the committee to address just as many questions to them 
as they may want to address to me. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am appearing here 
as the representative of the National Housing Conference. I have had 
the honor of serving as its president and as chairman of the board of 
directors, and I am now chairman of its policy committee. 

The National Housing Conference is a national public interest or- 
ganization consisting of citizens in all walks of life who are interested 
in promoting better housing, particularly for low- and middle-income 
families in our cities, in our suburbs, and on our farms, and in pro- 
moting the renewal of our cities so that their economic and social 
potentials are achieved to the greatest possible degree. We have been 
engaged in this effort since 1931. We have no special business inter- 
ests. By that I mean, if I may interpolate here, we are not a trade 
organization. We are, of course, interested in seeing that the business 
and economy of the country grows to the greatest possible degree. 
Our position is well known to this committee. The testimony we gave 
earlier in the year is a mattter of record, and we see no reason to alter 
it in any way. 

We testified in January before this committee that the Federal 
housing programs have not been geared to the demonstrated needs of 
the country, especially the needs for moderate- and low-income fami- 
hes. In our opinion, S. 57, which the President has seen fit to veto, 
represents a minimum bill. We would have preferred a total and 
long-range approach to the housing problems and renewal problems 
of the country. 

We recognize, however, that all legislation is a compromise. The 
record of S. 57 as it went up the legislative ladder received the most 
searching scrutiny. The conference report contains the individual 
statements of dissenting members, some of whom were of the opinion 
that the bill was too far reaching, and others that it did not reach 
far enough. A genuine and sincere effort was made by the Congress 
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to pare down the provisions of the bill to meet the desires of the 
executive branch of the Government. Needless to say, the disappoint- 
ment caused by the veto message was only matched by astonishment 
at the disregard of this compromise feature. 

The veto message completely repudiates the policy laid down by 
Congress in the Housing Act of 1949. That act was the result of 
several years of intensive study under the leadership of Senators 
Wagner, Ellender, and Taft, when our housing needs were looked 
at squarely and when Congress chartered a practical and long-range 
course that could be followed. In that act, Congress pledged that 
we would work toward a decent home and suitable living environ- 
ment for every American family. It pledged that we would use the 
full resources of private industry, of public agencies, of Federal 
credit, to achieve that goal. The byproduct of such an effort would 
have resulted in a stabilized rate of homebuilding. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would like to inter- 
polate at this point something that is not in my prepared statement. 
I will never forget the night when Senator Taft, in May of 1953, 
I think it was, addressed the annual convention of the National Hous- 
ing Conference. It was two and a half months before he died. He 
rose and said, in substance, “I have come here tonight to reaffirm my 
faith in the housing program,” and then he went on to relate the 
studies that had been made, how at first he was not aware of it or 
was not even in favor of the techniques of subsidized housing and 
how he gradually became convinced that public housing was the only 
way to deal with low-income families. 

E verybody knew that he was a very sick man. It was a very 
moving occasion and, as I said, he died two and a half months later. 

We have a recording of that speech. We always take recordings 
of the talks at our anual conferences and occasionally when we at 
the National Housing Conference get a moment we play that record- 
ing because it was a magnificent, succinct statement of a man who 
in no sense of the word could be considered a radical in political or 
economic matters. 

I think, too, that if he were alive today how disappointed he 
would be over the President’s veto. 

Seantor Sparkman. Mr. Robbins, ‘how long is that récording? 

Mr. Rossrns. Oh, it is not very long because, as I recall it, he made 
a rather short speech. I doubt if it is more than 10 or 15 minutes. 
I am sure it is not more than 15 minutes. He was rather shaky, as 
I recall it. I was up on the dais with him, and I remember it wasn’t 
the length of the speech, it was what he said that was so important and 
moving. 

Senator Crark. May I make asuggestion ? 

Senator SpARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Ciarx. That we ask that the recording be played into this 
record. 

Senator Sparkman. I would be very glad to hear it, but let me say 
our schedule is so crowded today, I don’t see how we can. Perhaps we 
could tomorrow. We have a lighter schedule tomorrow. 

Mr. Robbins, could you do that tomorrow ? 

Mr. Rogsrns. I won’t be here, but Mr. Servaites can provide it. 

Mr. Servarres. I would be very happy to. 


oc 
ing 


Fe 


to. 
tex 


— Fn re 


fo 
it t 


rr rTrnr rr 


] 
vet 
des 
194 
anc 
the 
me 
to | 
is s 
ma 
lis] 

; 
zen 
ing 
Ho 

] 
put 

] 


one 
‘ 


nes 
tha 
cou 
for 
2 
pre 
bill 
a 
duc 
he. 
slu: 
I 
De 
rea 
nat 
in 
abc 


cr Ww aw Te" 


his 


ay 
we 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 527 


Senator SparKMAN. If you can bring it up in the morning at 10 
o'clock, when the committee meets, I think we would all enjoy hear- 
ing it. 

Did you start to say something, Senator Javits ? 

Senator Javrrs. I just wondered about this. I think that we ought 
to have unanimous consent to include in the record of the hearings the 
text of this talk. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Yes; we would be very glad to do it. 

Senator CLark. I just made the suggestion that 

Senator Javrrs. I would like to make that as a formal request. 

Senator SparkMAN. Yes. Do you have it reduced to typewritten 
form? If it is played tomorrow, the reporter can take it down and 
it then will be. 

Senator Javirs. Otherwise it will be included in the record ? 

Senator SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Senator Javirs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Go ahead, Mr. Robbins. 

Mr. Rosprns. In place of the long-range view of these statesmen, the 
veto action would substitute a petty rand piecemeal approach that would 
destroy the continuity of planning and construction envisaged by the 
1949 act. The alleged necessity of balancing a mathematically dubious 
and uncertain annual budget has apparently become more important to 
the President and his anonymous advisers than long-range plans to 
meet the growing problems of the cities of the Nation and their ability 
to house our exploding population. We submit that the veto message 
is shortsighted action, which, if it is allowed to prevail, will be a per- 
manent setback to our efforts to achieve the standards of housing estab- 
lished by earlier legislation. 

The veto message is a breach of promise to the cities and their citi- 
zens who believed that the Congress meant what it said when the Hous- 
ing Act of 1949 was passed and which was later implemented by the 
Housing Act of 1954. 

Inflation, so far as S. 57 is concerned, is a phantom issue. The undis- 
puted facts are: 

1. That the expenditures authorized under S. 57 would constitute a 
one-twentieth of 1 percent of an $80 billion budget for fiscal year 1960. 

Now here again I may make note of the fact that some of the wit- 
nesses have said it would constitute one-tenth of 1 percent. I think 
that there isn’t a significant difference in either case. The point, of 
course, is that it is a very, very small percentage of the total budget 
for the coming year. 

2. In the hght of the time it takes to plan and get urban renewal 
projects underway, the impact of the expenditures ; authorized in the 
“* would not be felt for several years to come. 

The administration ignores the tremendous stimulus to the pro- 
Pic ‘tive capacity that can be given to the American wage earner when 
he can live in a decent home instead of a degrading and demor alizing 
slum. 

Less than 2 weeks ago, the Office of Business Economics of the 
Department of Commerce announced that our national output had just 
reached a rate of $470 billion this year. For comparison purposes, the 
national output in 1949 in constant dollars, was $292 billion. Back 
in 1949 with this productivity in mind, Senator Taft declared that 
about one-tenth of all new houses built each year should be low-rent 
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public housing. He related the rate for federally aided housing as a 
percentage of the total housing volume, keeping in mind the produc- 
tive capacity of the Nation. The National Housing Conference can- 
not reconcile the position of the administration in deliberately recom- 
mending a cutback in public housing production in the face of the un- 
derutilization we are making of our skills, technology, and inventive- 
ness. In the light of our growing population figures, it is even less 
understandable. 

As I understand the position of the administration, they recommend 
a continuation of the FHA insurance program which will continue 
to produce housing for higher income families. It is generally ad- 
mitted that the housing industry has reached a point where it is serving 
primarily the upper-income groups. If the production of housing is, 
in fact, and I stress the “if,” inflationary, could it exist in any more 
virulent form than the production of housing with minimum standards 
and maximum mortgages ¢ 

The proposed insurance authorization of $6 billion which the admin- 
istration bill recommended in January of this year should insure a 
sustained volume of homebuilding for higher income families. The 
Federal Reserve Board reported that 57 percent of all families had 
incomes of less than $5,000 in 1958. The FHA reported that the 
median income of purchasers of FHA homes was $6,800. The rising 
trend of interest rates and the tight money market will increase the 
cost of FHA housing to serve even higher income families. For this 
segment of our population, there will be no shortage of housing. The 
scarcity of product that causes will not be felt here. But on the other 
hand, the administration in recommending that no Federal aid be 
given to produce housing for the low and moderate income family is 
fostering inflation and causing scarcities where our country can least 
tolerate it. Homes for low-income families are not available now. 
To compound this scarcity is to increase th ecompetition that exists 
today for the 10 million substandard houses that now exists in our 
urban centers. It will only make the jungles of our slums worse, and 
increase all the social evils that slums foster. The effect of the ad- 
ministration’s position is clear. It hopes to prevent inflation for a 
minority of the people by imposing inflation on the majority. We 
submit again that this kind of economic planning is detrimental to the 
people of this country. We urge the Congress to reject the adminis- 
tration position. 

As to the particular provisions of the veto message, I see little reason 
to burden this committee with the repeated arguments and facts 
that have already been presented. I prefer to speak specifically to 
some of the points which have been developed so far in these hearings. 

The Administrator of HHFA testified a week ago that he recog- 
nized the need for additional low-rent public housing. He stated that 
the intention of the administraion was to take a year’s “breather” to 
study how the job of housing low-income families could be done better. 
In the same generalized language which characterized his letter to 
Senator Dirksen, he made the statement that low-income families are 
not happy with living in public housing. I have no idea of the Admin- 
istrator’s definition of “happiness,” but I would like to categorically 
deny his statement. Public housing tenants are happy with and need 
the decent and healthy surroundings which are provided. How else 
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can you account for a 98 percent nationwide rate of occupancy. His 

argument that he needs “a year’s breather” to study the program is the 
most specious argument I have ever heard. It is a poorly disguised 
attempt to strike a blow at this program by stopping it and then 
concentrating on never letting it get started again. 

The cone lusions of the years of concentrated study, and committee 
hearings that preceded the Housing Act of 1949 as well as the Housing 
Act of 1 954, are just as valid today as they were then. A comprehen- 
sive and scholarly study made in 1954 by Dr. William Wheaton, of the 
University of Pennsylv ania and now president of the National Hous- 
ing C onference, on “America’s Housing Needs 1955-70,” has never 
been challenged or disputed. The facts of all these studies are well 
known and generally accepted. 

In essence, the Administrator has proposed that the fire hoses be 
turned off while the house is burning so that the firemen can retire to 
a study room to find out whether there really is a fire. 

The Administrator has also expressed his opposition to the new pro- 
gram for elderly families. In his letter to Senator Dirksen his oppo- 
sition was on the grounds that the existing FHA insurance program 
adequately took care of these families. After Senator Proxmire testi- 
fied and pointed out that the FHA insurance program could only 
provide for the upper half of these families and simply did not reach 
the lower half, Mr. Mason changed his position and said that the new 
program for the elderly would ‘provide less housing than the present 
program is producing. In view of the fact that the direct loan pro- 
gram for nonprofit organizations would supplement the existing pro- 
gram, Mr. Mason’s statement, to put it mildly, is disingenuous. 

The statements of the Administrator confirm what the National 
Housing Conference pointed out in its testimony last January. In- 
stead of obtaining facts from the Administrator, we are receiving 
opinions. The facts as outlined by Senator Proxmire before this com- 
mittee on July 23 must surely have been available to the Administra- 
tor. Why were they not presented by the Administrator? Instead, 
the statement of the Administrator is given public utterance on the 
floor of the Senate and widely circulated, that elderly families are 
being adequately cared for when the truth of the situation is that half 
of our elderly families are excluded from this assistance because of 
their low incomes. 

The hearings so far have established beyond a shadow of a doubt 
the need for continuing the public housing program. The statement 
of the veto message which carried the implication that about 100,000 
public housing units in the pipeline were available to the country as 
a whole has been completely discredited as misleading. There is one 
other assumption in Mr. Mason’s statement that should be clarified. 
In assuming a constant figure of 20,000 units of public housing to be 
placed under construction in 1 year and thus arriving at a 5-year span 
of construction for the 100,000 “units, we believe Mr. “Mason i is making 
an erroneous assumption. The record will show that in 1952, 58,258 
units were built; in 1953 there were 58,214 and in 1954 there were 
44.293 units. The decline in the rate of construction after 1954 coin- 
cided with administration policies 7 led to the overfederalization 
of the public housing program which S. 57 now seeks to correct. If 
local autonomy is granted to local housing authorities, I believe this 
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rate of construction can be stepped up so that instead of talking about 
a 5-year construction program we might be talking about a 2- or 3- 
year program. | 

* In January, the Administrator testified to the existence of 100,000 
unbuilt units. Now in July, he uses approximately that same figure, 
yet about 30,000 units more were placed under annual contributions 
contract within that period. Obviously, if the pipeline remains the 
same, the 30,000 units put into one end of the pipeline in this period 
must have forced out about an equal amount on the other end. 

The Administrator repeated again in his testimony that the “turn- 
over” of 100,000 units in existing public housing could satisfy the relo- 
cation requirements of families displaced by urban renewal, by 
highway and other Government programs. The committee has seen 
the fallacy of this statement and how the argument could only apply 
in those cities where turnover and displacement occurred simultane- 
ously. I believe, however, that it is important to point out that the 
occupancy rate in public housing is an overall 98 percent. We 
recognize the preferential right of displaced families to obtain public 
housing. What is just as important is that there is a constant and 
unfilled need for such housing in hundreds of communities which 
have not undertaken urban renewal programs. 

Senator CiarK. And, Mr. Robbins, which have not yet undertaken 
urban highway programs. 

Mr. Rossrns. That is right. 

The National Housing Conference completely disagrees with the 
opinion of Mr. Mason when he says it is not in the best interest of 
the Nation to increase the public housing authorization this year. 
His gratuitous statement is unsupported by any facts. Moreover, any 
semblance of its validity has been demolished, particularly through 
the testimony given and the statements filed with the committee by 
mayors of cities in all parts of the country. 

The veto message reads like the “soft sell” approach of the adver- 
tising game. When you analyze the message and see through the de- 
liberate misrepresentations, half-truths, and omissions it contains, 
one begins to wonder whether the real isue is housing at all. If the 
message had told the whole truth and if the administration had come 
out with a valid statement of reasons for opposing S. 57, the issues 
could be joined. This committee has undertaken the very necessary 
task of trying to ferret out the true facts behind the veto message. 
The shifting positions the administration has taken in supporting 
S. 65 and S. 612 early in the session, then later supporting the Herlong 
substitute in the House and now most recently helping in the prepara- 
tion of S. 2378, indicates that either it does not have a fixed posi- 
tion or it is conducting a rearguard action, hoping that by obstruc- 
tion and attrition it can dig in at some point. The dishonest language 
of the veto message brings up what to me is a greater issue than just 
“housing.” We believe we are faced with a moral issue of how this 
Government should be conducted. Unless the people of this country 
can continuously and consistently place complete reliance on the words 
of the President, the faith of many of our citizens in our democratic 
form of government will be damaged. 

Senator Capehart has already pointed out that a President must 
rely on his advisers to meet the tremendous claims upon his office. Mr. 
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Mason has testified that he was consulted on the veto message. ‘The 
Bureau of the Budget representatives have testified that to the best 
of their knowledge this message did not originate with them. It seems 
to us this committee could render a service to the American people by 
tracing the origin of the bad advice which was given to the President. 

Senator Ciark. Mr. Robbins, it has been testified that the message 
was written in the White House. That testimony was by Mr. Staats 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Rossrns. I am glad to be informed of that. I might say that 
there were rumors of all sorts all over the country that part of the 
message may have come from other sources. 

Senator Ciark. I am just calling your attention to the testimony. I 
don’t know how valid it is. 

Mr. Rorsins. The representatives of the administration themselves 
should be anxious to resolve this moral issue because it represents a 
serious affront to the American people. There never should be any 
question of the integrity of the highest office in our land. 

On this issue alone, we urge this committee to recommend that the 
veto be overridden. If ever an override was necessary to correct a 
grave error of this execufive branch of the Government, it is on S. 
57. The Congress itself should seek to expunge the record of this dis- 
honest and immoral veto message which was submitted to the Presi- 
dent for his signature. In signing it the President made a great error. 
We urge this committee to recommend that the veto be overridden. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mr. Robbins. 

Senator Clark, any questions? 

Senator CLarK. No questions. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Javits? 

Senator Javirs. I have no questions. I must say I am a little 
oppressed by the extreme note struck in those concluding words. I 
have spoken many times before the National Housing Conference and 
I have admired it greatly. It isa wonderful organization. I happen 
to be an admirer of this very eminent New Yorker, Mr. Robbins, 
especially in the field of housing. I know the organization knows 
me to be friendly enough to accept this in the spirit in which I say it: 
I don’t think it advances the cause of all of us to be quite so extreme 
about this veto message as being “dishonest and immoral.” I know 
strong opinions are attained as to the advisers to the President, but 
somehow or other it gets all mixed up even, as you say, with whose 
honesty is being tested. I think that we get there to a question of 
intent and of what people really and sincerely believe. I hope very 
much that, without in any way being critical on the matter, we will 
have much more of the rest of the statement, the hard-hitting facts 
which I think are completely justified and which Senator Capehart 
and I have both joined in elucidating here from witnesses and less 
of the characterization that tests people’s good faith. I think it will 
not advance the cause nor will you ever prove it to the satisfaction 
of those that say you are wrong. You will only be confirming the 
views of those who say you are right, which doesn’t help particularly. 
It doesn’t bring any new converts this way. On the contrary, you 
might alienate others. P —_ 
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Mr. Rogsrns. Senator Javits and I have seen eye to eye on public 
housing for many years in the National Housing Conference and I 
know you are one of the outstanding proponents of the things we 
strive for, but I think you and I have now come to the point on one 
issue where we disagree. I think the things I have said in my state- 
ment had to be said. This is a matter of judgment and opinion. 
We feel this veto message was so bad that somehow we have to put 
it on the record, whether it reaches the American people or not, what 
we really think of it. 

Senator Javits. Mr. Robbins, I think I was the first. As a matter 
of fact, I had to apologize to the chairman on the Senate floor for 
having questioned this veto message. I respect the opinions of the 
National Housing Conference and as I say, I am not critical at all; 
this is your view and I respect it. I only deprecate the fact that we 
have to go quite that far with respect to a Presidential document. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Muskie ? 

Senator Muskie. I would simply like to say, Mr. Robbins, that even 
in Maine, where we practice good old Yankee restr aint, we can sympa- 
thize with and understand a fellow that calls a spade a spade. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ropsrns. May Ladd one word, Senator Sparkman? 

Senator Sparkman. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Rogsrns. There are strong indications that the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency may in ‘its testimony tomorrow or at some 
later date try to justify its position on this bill with respect to public 
housing on the ground that there have been delays in constructing 
housing that is ‘under contract. To me this is going down a side 
alley because it completely ignores the housing needs of the cities 
which have contracts and the housing needs of the cities which haven't 
and on the question of delay, although I will not have the opportunity 
to be here to hear Mr. Mason’s testimony, I would like this com- 
mittee to bear this in mind: There are delays on the part of local 
housing authorities; there are delays on the part of the Public Hous- 
ing Administration, which Mr. Searles has brought out and there 
are also delays that are just nobody’s fault. If the Members of the 
Congress had the somewhat frustrating but interesting experiences 
of being on a local housing authority, “making every effort to push 
ahead to the completion of badly needed housing, they would come 
into contact with the realities of bringing about the opening date 
of a housing development to afford an estimate which was made 
sometime before and all I can tell you, without burdening you, because 
you have a long calendar, is that there are very, very serious questions 
that arise that nobody anticipated that explains a good many of these 
delays. 

Thank you. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Robert A. Holloway, chairman of the Realtors’ Washington 
Committee, National Association of Real Estate Boards. 

Will you come around, Mr. Holloway? For the benefit of the 
record, identify the two gentlemen with you. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT A. HOLLOWAY, CHAIRMAN, REALTORS’ 
WASHINGTON COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REAL 
ESTATE BOARDS 





Mr. Hotxioway. Senator, I am accompanied by Mr. Charles T. 
Stewart, director of public affairs of the National Association of 
Real Estate Boards, and on my right is Mr, Albert A. Payne, assist- 
ant secretary of our Realtors’ W ashington Committee. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Robert 
A. Holloway. I am from Baton Rouge, La., where I have been 
engaged in the real estate brokerage and home building business for 
approximately 12 years. I appear “today as chairman of the Realtors’ 
Washington Committee of the National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, : a federation of 1,323 real estate boards with 65,107 realtors in 
all 50 of our United States. 

Our association appreciates the invitation to appear before the 
Subcommittee on Housing. I am sure the subcommittee is aware of 
the intense interest which members of our association have in the 
pending legislation and of our efforts throughout the session in work- 
ing with members of the subcommittee and its staff to assist in obtain- 
ing sound housing legislation. Our appearance today is intended in 
a constructive vein to assist in anyway that we can to bring about 
better understanding of the issues involved so that needed legislation 
will not be further delayed. 

We sincerely believe ‘that many of the difficulties and delays which 
have been encountered in the field of housing legislation this year 
arise basically from the inclusion in the same bill of a considerable 
body of matter that is largely noncontroversial along with other 
proposals which inevitably do encounter definite and sincere differ- 
ences of opinion. 

We appreciate the long and earnest efforts of this committee to 
work out essential housing legislation. We support many of the pro- 
visions of the conference version of S. 57, from which the President 
withheld his approval, which would aid in the rehabilitation and 
modernization of exising homes and neighborhoods and in the pro- 
visions of new homes throughout our country without in any way 
becoming a burden on the US. Treasury in the fiscal problems con- 
fronting our Federal Government. 



























FHA GENERAL INSURING AUTHORIZATION 






We heartily endorse the provision of S. 57 for increased general 
insuring authority for the FHA as that provision has been updated 
by S. 2378. We believe by all means that this authority should be 
broad enough to make certain that FHA, now in its 25th year of serv- 
ice, will not have to be stop and go. 
















FHA HOME REPAIR AND IMPROVEMENT LOAN INSURANCE PROGRAM 





We strongly recommend the extension of this program which has 
insured home improvement loans for millions of families over the 
last 25 years and which continues to provide great assistance in our 
increasing efforts to halt the spread of urban blight. The conference 
bill extends the program for only 1 year. We strongly endorse the 
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suggestion of the chairman of the subcommittee made on the opening 
day of these hearings that this program be extended for at least 5 
years. 

GENERAL FHA AMENDMENTS 


We believe on the whole the various amendments regarding FHA 
mortgage insurance for individual homes—rentai housing under 
section 207, cooperative homes under section 213, relocation housing 
under section 221, housing in urban renewal areas under section 220, 
servicemen’s housing under section 222, and other FHA changes in 
all the several pending bills—add up.to a splendid program for im- 
proving the service of this important institution to American families, 
The FHA’s mortgage insurance system has perhaps done more than 
any other factor in modern times to extend home ownership on a 
sound basis to American families and to encourage production of 
needed rental housing. 

We differ somewhat on the details of some of these programs. For 
example, we believe the mortgage limit on one-, two-, and three-family 
homes under section 203 should be $30,000, rather than the “confer- 
ence bill provision for $22,500 for single-family, $25,000 for two- 
family, and leaving the three- and four-family homes at $27,500 and 
$35,000, respectively. This is not a major difference, and it is clear 
that there is substantial agreement between the conference bill, the 
original program of the Administration, and the new compromise 
bill. 

Another item on which we disagree with the conference bill and 
S. 2378 is the reduction of the minimum downpayments on FHA 
sales housing. We do not believe that further liberalization is neces- 
sary at this time. 

We particularly applaud the committee for its action further to re- 
move discriminations against existing homes in the FHA and FNMA 
programs. We can’t get around the fact that in any one year in our 
country about 98 percent of our entire inventory of homes will be in 
existing dwellings rather than in new construction. We are encour- 
aged to see that there is almost unanimity on these revisions. 


FHA TRADE-IN PROGRAM 


We believe the liberalization of the FHA trade-in program will not 
only help.families to trade their existing homes in on used homes 
better suited to their needs but will also encourage new home con- 
struction. 

FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 


We favor those provisions of the conference bill and S. 2378 on 
the secondary market operation of FNMA which would increase 
the dollar limit eligibility to $20,000. We prefer the provisions of S. 
5¢ which would, in addition, include authority for FNMA, in its 
secondary market operation, to make up to 1-year loans, with recourse, 
on the security of FHA and VA mortgages up to a limit of 10 percent 
of FNMA’s total secondary market borrowing authority. We believe 
that FNMA might thus be better able to serve as a reserve facility for 


the mortgage lending industry without requiring that every eligible. 
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mortgage be purchased outright. In this manner the available funds 
(raised in the private market) in the secondary market could be spread 
so as to be of greater assistance in providing better homes for the 
veople of our country. 

On FNMA special assistance, we favor the increase in the dollar 
limit to $17,500 which is contained in 8S. 57 and 8. 2378. We do not 
believe that the balance of the special assistance amendments in 8. 57 
are proper at this time. 


URBAN RENEWAL 








In the opinion of our organization there is a great deal of merit 
in the idea of a 6-year schedule of urban renewal capital grant con- 
tracting authority contained in both 8. 57 as passed by the Senate and 
S. 612 proposed by Senator Capehart. We believe a program of such 
duration rightfully takes into account the long-range planning prob- 
lems that. confront local governments in programing their own com- 
mitments and participation in the urban renewal program. In view 
of the deliberate nature of originating, processing, and approving 
urban renewal applications, it is our opinion that authorization of 
$200 and $250 million per year in capital grants, if judiciously ad- 
ministered, can support an adequate and continuing urban renewal 
program. 

As the chairman and committee members may recall, we have urged 
in previous appearances before this subcommittee that consideration 
be given to amendments which we believe will assure the maximum 
potential amount of improvement in urban environment for the urban 
renewal funds authorized by Congress. The amendments which we 
again respectfully recommend would— 

(1) Require actual. performance in the enforcement of a sound 
local ordinance containing health, safety, and sanitary stand- 
ards for housing as a firm preliminary to any measure of Federal 
cooperation in urban renewal; 

(2) Require the processing of applications for Federal assist- 
ance in proposed urban renewal areas under a system that would 
give preference to programs based predominantly on rehabilita- 
tion or conservation procedures. 

Our association has quite naturally throughout its 51 years worked 
for the improvement of homes and neighborhoods, and as early as 
1917 had concrete programs to this end. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce for the record a folder 
which was put out in 1917 by the National Association of Real Estate 
Boards entitled “The Real Estate Man and Housing Reform.” It 
goes into the matter of housing reform and what bad housing produces 
and indicates the long number of years that our organization has 
been interested in this problem. I have some copies of the folder 
if the Senators would like to see it. 

Senator SparKMAN. I would be glad to have that. Do you want 
to offer it to be included in the record ? 

Mr. Hotitoway. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. Without objection, it will be included as part 
of your remarks. 

(The document referred to follows :) 
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Tue REAL BstaTE MAN AND HovusiINe REFORM 


Published by Housing Committee of the National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, Fred G. Smith, chairman, 1917; (reprinted 1957) 


WHAT IS BAD HOUSING? 


Houses having insufficient yards, making poorly lighted rooms. 

Houses that are damp, unsanitary, filthy, in bad repair, exposed to undue fire 
peril, vermin infested, disease infected; having unclean yards and alleys; in- 
sufficient water supply, without toilet accommodations adequate to comfort, 
cleanliness, and privacy; having overcrowded, unventilated, and dark rooms; 
without privacy. Such houses are dangerous to the moral and physical health 
of the population of your city. 


BAD HOUSING PRODUCES 


Property loss: Slum sections are produced, and rents are reduced. Dwellings 
and land values for residential purposes become sluggish and depreciate. 

Discontent: Repulsive and defective dwelling places, detached or in tene 
ments, drive people from their homes to more attractive places instead of making 
the home a social center and magnet. 

Low ideals: Children reared in such conditions learn to tolerate and repro- 
duce them, and the influence is felt on future generations. 

Ill health : Disease breeds in unwholesome habitations, and spreads contagion, 
increasing the community’s death rate. 


WHAT IS HOUSING REFORM? 


An awakening of the public to real conditions, and the promotion of a civil 
movement to correct them. 

A campaign to abolish existing evils, remedy defects, provide against their 
repetition, and erect defenses for the future by enacting State laws and city 
ordinances. 

The stimulation of private enterprise to build sanitary, adequate, and attrac- 
tive homes, yielding a reasonable rate of interest upon the investment. 


IS THIS MOVEMENT NECESSARY IN YOUR CITY? 

Yes— 

Because, it must prepare to meet and control bad housing conditions, to protect 
your population. 

Because, if already large, you have hundreds of these evils and unrestrained 
congestion leads to overcrowding. 

Because, good housing means good planning, and this increases the life of any 
building, and helps to stabilize rents. 

Because, every prosperous and growing city is apt to neglect these evils and 
as land values increase, avarice and poverty conspire to multiply defective 
dwelling places. 

Because, your city is worthy of every possible precaution to protect the welfare 
of its people. 

WHO RECEIVES THE BENEFIT? 


The owners: Occupied houses, surer returns, longer occupancy, better tenants, 
lower cost of maintenance. 


The tenants: In comfortable homes, at reasonable rents, better health, greater 
physical and moral security. 


The community: In a prouder citizenship and decreased expense for police, 
fire, and health protection. 


WHY YOUR BOARD SHOULD PROMOTE THIS MOVEMENT 


Because, where there is no vision, the people perish. 


Because, it is essentially the business of everyone owning or dealing in real 
estate. 


Because, real estate pays the greatest proportion of taxes. 


Because, as real estate and rental men, your experience should aid in making 
a practical housing law. 
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Because, good housing is a great national movement. 

Because, for the protection of real estate interests, you must investigate and 
study local conditions and sincerely aid in the correction of existing evils and 
prevent their repetition in new buildings. 

Because, if you leave this work to other civic organizations and individuals 
entirely, the penalty of your neglect is likely to mean drastic and possibly 
impractical laws or ordinances. 


HOW YOU SHOULD PROCEED 
Have a large, representative housing committee appointed from your board 


membership. 

Hold weekly meetings and invite your building and health commissioners to 
Pn 
a overlook the work of other civic organizations; act with them, and give 
them the benefit of your unbiased knowledge and practical experience. 

Do not oppose any good housing law, without careful study. 

Do not allow your personal interests to prejudice you against needed reforms. 

Get in touch y ith the National Housing Association, Lawrence Veiller, secre- 
tary, 105 East 22d Street, New York City. Read their publications, including 
“A Model Housing Law,” published by Russell Sage Foundation. Cooperate 
with this national organization and let them cooperate with you. 

Mr. Hottoway. Since World War II, with the ending of Govern- 
ment controls on materials and rents, our continuing efforts have 
been greatly accelerated. At the present time one of the most ac- 
tive committees of our national association, the Build America Better 
Committee, concentrates its work in the field of urban renewal. Its 
members works closely with our member real estate boards and with 
municipal officials to advance plans that can utilize the tremendous 
potential of conservation-centered urban renewal. We are convinced 
there is merit in the suggestions just outlined, and we appreciate 
certain administrative actions of the Uurban Renewal Administra- 
tion which tend to give greater recognition to the potential scope of a 
conversation approach to the problem of eliminating unfit housing 
and neighborhood conditions in our cities. 

As we accumulate experience in the tremendous costs of relying 
solely upon total clearance as a cure for neglect and deterioration 
in older city areas, it becomes clear that the bulldozer approach— 
however satisfying in a particular instance—is not likely to produce 
the large-scale 1 esults that are needed. This is true whether C ongress 
authorizes grant contracting authority of $250, $350, or $500 “mil- 
lion a year. 

We are far more likely to eliminate unfit conditions by the square 
mile, rather than just by a few acres at a time, when the processes of 
rehabilitation and conservation are allowed to make their full con- 
tribution. We do not oppose the total clearance method in those 
areas where clearly there is no other sensible approach. However, 
our experiences indicates such areas are exceptional and not typical of 
the many problem areas that must have some kind of corrective 
treatment. 

It should be said, also, that realtors do not approach the future 
of our cities with little plans, or without vision. We are convinced 
that the future will bring sweeping movements in urban environ- 
ment that will leave many of the areas we see today totally unrecog- 
nizable in the breathtaking changes that will come. But the key to 
this kind of sweeping change will lie in urban renewal programs con- 
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ceived and carried out as economic building programs that can pay 
their own way without requiring the public. to pay large subsidies to 
make up losses on acquisition and reuse of land. This was the key 
to the dramatic urban renewal that we see in Rockefeller Center in 
New York, in Pittsburgh’s Golden Triangle, in Kansas City’s Quality 
Till. 

We have a deep conviction that in urban renewal programs that 
utilize funds made available by Congress to assist in eliminating one 
form of human misery there is an obligation to see that these funds 
are spread out so as to accomplish in the overall the maximum im- 
provement in urban environment. The way to achieve that result, 
we believe, is to place greater emphasis on the conservation approach 
tothe problem. 

As a further means of using each Federal dollar to produce more 
improvement in urban communities, we favor a greater participation 
by local governments in this effort so vital to the health of our cities, 
An increasing local participation on a gradual basis, such as that 
contained in S. 612, would help accomplish this result. The same 
number of Federal dollars would help more localities. It would im- 
prove the quality of the programs because a local governing body 
which has a larger financial share in each project will naturally give 
the undertaking more careful scrutiny, from the very selection of 
a project to its final completion. A byproduct might also be further 
to maximize vigorous enforcement of good codes for health and safety 
in housing which could (1) bring about rehabilitation now of many 
neglected homes and neighborhoods in time to save them from total 
decay and (2) also in the sounder areas of those communities prevent 
the creation of slums and blight before they happen. 

In the same spirit of getting more and better urban renewal sooner, 
we would support efforts of Senators Bush, Jav its, and others to en- 
courage more participation by State governments in urban renewal by 
giving a priority to those projects where the State will furnish a por- 
tion of the local share of the costs of land clearance and reuse, 

As previously mentioned, we feel that the $900 million in gross cap- 
ital grants to be contracted for over a 2-year period in S. of is more 
than the financial condition of our Government permits at the present 
time. Beyond this, we feel the provision might introduce a degree of 
haste into the program that would not. be in the interest of sound urban 
renewal. There is a tremendous backlog of contracts in the present 
urban renewal grant authority. Very small actual disbursements— 
only about $82 miliion—have been made out $1,350 million already 
authorized. We are aware of the fact that most of the funds author- 
ized are committed, but so far as completed projects are concerned, 
we are actually in the gar stage in the use of urban renewal capi- 
tal grants. 


FNMA MANDATORY PAR PURCHASE OF SPECIAL ASSISTANCE MORTGAGES 


We cannot support the provisions in 8.57 for the mandatory par 
purchase of all the types of mortgages eligible for purchase by F NMA 
in its special assistance program, because it is not needed, and we can- 
not afford it. Mandatory par purchase would give 2 needless benefit 
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to lenders who so far as we know have not sought it and, in our opin- 
ion, should not seek it. The increased impact of this provision on 
the struggling Federal Treasury would begin immediately since all 
of these mortgages are purchased directly with Treasury money. 

We seriously question the additional $371, million of Treasury 
money to buy cooperative housing mortgages at par in the special 
assistance program. 

PUBLIC HOUSING 


One interesting development of which some of the committee may 
be aware is the growing disenchantment of many of the arch pro- 
ponents of public housing with that program. The substance of this 
attitude might be summarized quickly as: “Public housing is not 
working out as [ had hoped and may be creating or aggravating more 
problems than it solves—but I am still for public housing.” 

During recent years some of the most effective advocates of the 
public housing program have indicated their disillusionment, or at 
least their dissatisf: ction, with the program as a method of attaining 
its declared objectives. 

Certainly there has been nothing in the performance of public 
housing during recent years to cause those of us who have always op- 
posed i it to revise our attitude toward it. 

S.57 seeks to reestablish subsidy contracting authority for some 
10,000 public housing units the authority for which 1: ipsed on July 31, 
1958, ne wing been available for 24 months. This underscores the fact 
that the public housing program has left unused part of the authority 
toe xpand which was within its power. ‘This does not appear to us 
to be the performance of a program that has great urgency or neces- 
sity behind it. This fact coupled with the fact that there are some 
100,000 units in the pipelines under subsidy contract and additional 
units in some places under construction, we suggest, presents an op- 
portunity for a thorough reappraisal of public ownership and opera- 
tion of family dwellings as a method of meeting the housing re- 
quirements of families who are in genuine need of some kind of 
assistance, 

The new program of mortgage insurance for relocation ——e 
under FHA section 221, first authorized in the 1954 Housing Act, 1 
beginning to show a real capacity to meet the needs of families of 
very modest incomes in homeownership through purchase of existing 
homes that meet FHA requirements or whic h can be rehabilitated to 
meet those requirements. 

There are, of course, disp!: aced families in a status of dependency 
who cannot meet the terms of homeownership, even of new or rehabili- 
tated homes under section 221. These families present a genuine wel- 
fare problem to which we believe public housing is not an answer. 
The most equitable method of meeting this problem is a program of 
local public assistance that can provide t the difference between the 
family’s maximum rent paying capacity and the amount needed to 
acquire housing which meets the requirements of a municipal ordi- 
nance setting out modern standards of health and safety for housing. 
Such assistance should be keyed to the duration of the family’s actual 
need for it. 

This plan has been our proposal for meeting this particular segment 
of genuine housing need for many years. It was, however, of excep- 
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tional interest to us that one of the foremost supporters of public 
housing, Mr. Warren J. Vinton, recently First Assistant Commissioner 
of the Public Housing Administration, last fall urged his colleagues 
to have an open mind on the subject of rent certificates. In an address 
before the 25th annual meeting of the National Association of Housing 
and Redevelopment Offici als, . Mr. Vinton spoke of the American tra- 
dition of emphasis upon the individual. 


This emphasis upon the individual— 


Mr. Vinton said— 


offers us a clue as to what is wrong with public housing and why the public 
ownership of homes can no longer hope to be the principal means for rehousing 
the millions of families now living in slums and blighted areas. 

After commenting on the growth of homeownership in America and 
upon the preference even of low-income families for living in pri- 
vately owned rental homes as contrasted with public housing, Mr. 
Vinton said: 


As to indigent families who need relief, not only for housing but also to 
supplement their whole family budget, if they were offered the choice between 
living in a public housing project or receiving a cash rental subsidy of $40 to $50 
a month (and this is about what the Federal subsidy amounts to on most new 
projects), do any of us doubt that most such families would choose the cash 
subsidy and take their chances of finding decent private housing even in this 
era of scarcity? 

With rent certificates, Mr. Vinton said, “indigent families, like the 
rest of us, would have a free choice as to where “they live: they could 
move into privately owned or cooperative housing, or into public hous- 
ing; they could even move into the suburbs, whic hare today practically 
closed to low income families.” 

Thus, while not abandoning his support for public housing, this 
prominent figure in the history of the movement ¢ ‘candidly makes a case 
for the direct and equitable solution to the problem of families who 
genuinely need some form of assistance to provide themselves with 
adequate housing—echoing the sound judgment of real estate men out 
of their day-to-day experience in housing matters. 

Mr. Chairman, we are very hopeful that the serious efforts made by 
several members of this committee in working out S. 2378 will be of 
peace assistance in getting early action on a housing bill. As we see 

S. 2378 it represents basically the work of this committee, of the Hous- 
ing Subcommittee of the House, and the committee of conference be- 
tween the two Houses. On the major constructive programs worked 
out by this committee there are no substantial differences between the 
compromise bill and the conference version of S. 57. 

It is true that a number of the highly controversial features con- 
tained in S. 57 have been left out of S. 2378. We hope that this, too, 
is on the constructive side and may help i in working out between the 


two .Houses of Congress and the Chief Executive a sound bill along. 


the general lines of the work of this committee. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity of presenting our 
views to the subcommittee. 

Senator SparkMaNn. Thank you, Mr. Holloway. That was a very 
clear and forceful and helpful statement. At this late hour I shall 
not take time to question you on it, but I do want to bring out just one 
interesting point on which I invite your comment and that is the ques- 
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tion of the rent certificate. Through the years I think people very 


sincerely sought alternatives for public housing. It was rather in- 
teresting that “Senator Taft discussed rent certificates. He said he had 


studied them and he had found them to be impractical and un- 
workable. 

Mr. Hottoway. Of course, Senator, I do not pretend to be an ex- 
pert on this matter of public housing. We do not have very much of 
it down in the area where I live in Baton Rouge. I do remember a 
number of years ago a program of the Federal Government—I believe 
it was called the food stamp plan—in which indigent families were 
given these stamps or certificates, if you will, whereby they were able 
to get certain commodities to help them with their food budget. I am 
not too familiar with the details of that plan, but it seems to me that 
it might be possible in a long-range study by some agency of the Gov- 
ernment and perhaps our assoc jation should participate in that study, 
to go into a more detailed analysis of whether or not this program, 
such a program could be possible. 

Senator SparKMAN, I think that is a good suggestion and ought to 
be studied. Of course, we ought not to adopt. ‘something when we 
don’t know whether it is going to work or not. 

Mr. Hotioway. I agree with that. You might have 
this matter could be tried out or could be tested. 

Senator SparKMAN. All right. Thank you very much, Mr. Hollo- 
way,and gentlemen. We appreciate it. 

(Mr. Holloway later submitted for the record the following memo- 
randum :) 
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MEMORANDUM REGARDING ADDITIONAL PuBLIC Housinc Units PROVIDED FOR IN 
THE 1959 Housine BILL S. 57 as AGREED TO BY THE CONGRESS JUNE 18, 1959 





Some confusion has arisen as to the total number of additional public housing 
units which the conference version of S. 57 vetoed by the President would allow 
to be placed under subsidy contracts (“annual contribution contracts”). The 
confusion is perhaps caused by several apparently conflicting estimates of the 
specific number of units in the bill. 

This confusion is understandable because of the unusual fact situation relat- 
ing to public housing as will be outlined below. 

One fact is that the bill itself contains no language setting forth either the 
total number of new public housing units nor any dollar amounts of either the 
annual subsidies or gross total subsidies under the 40-year subsidy contracts 
authorized. 


The pertinent governing language of the public housing statute now reads as 
follows : 














EXCERPTS FROM U.S. HOUSING ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED 












1. “Sec. 10(c) * * * In no case shall any contract for annual contributions 
be made for a period exceeding sixty years: Provided, That, in the case of proj- 
ects initiated after March 1, 1949, contracts for annual contributions shall not 
be made for a period exceeding forty years from the date the first annual con- 
tribution for the project is paid: * * *” 

2. “Sec.10(e) The Authority* is authorized, on and after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, to enter into contracts which provide for annual contributions 
aggregating not more than $28,000,000 per annum. With respect to projects 
assisted pursuant to this Act, the Authority (in addition to the amount author- 
ized by the first sentence of this subsection) is authorized, with the approval 
of the President, to enter into contracts, on and after July 1, 1949, for annual 
contributions * * * (subject to the total additional authorization of not more 
than $308,000,000 per annum) * * * And provided further, That contracts for 
















1The Federal Public Housing Administrator. 
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annual contributions with respect to low-rent housing projects initiated after 
March 1, 1949, shall not provide for the commencement of construction of more 
than eight hundred and ten thousand dwelling units without further authoriza- 
tion from the Congress: 

« * * o * ” & 

“* * * The faith of the United States is solemnly pledged to the payment of 
all annual contributions contracted for pursuant to this section, and there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated in each fiscal year, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the amounts necessary to provide for such 
payments.” 

3. “Sec.10(i) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Authority 
may enter into new contracts for loans and annual contributions after July 31, 
1956, for not more than thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units, which 
amount shall be increased by thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units on 
July 1, 1957, and may enter into only such new contracts for preliminary loans 
in respect thereto as are consistent with the number of dwelling units for which 
contracts for annual contributions may be entered into hereunder: Provided, 
That the authority to enter into new contracts for annual contributions with 
respect to each such thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units shall termi- 
nate two years after the first date on which such authority may be exercised 
under the foregoing provisions of this subsection: * * * And provided further, 
That no new contracts for loans and annual contributions for additional dwell- 
ing units in excess of the number authorized in this sentence shall be entered 
into unless authorized by the Congress.” 

The unit controls in Section 10(i), as they would read as changed by the 
Conference version of 8S. 57, are as follows: 

“(i) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, the Authority may enter 
into new contracts for loans and annual contributions after July 31, 1956, for 
not more than thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units, which amount 
shall be increased (1) by thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units on July 
1, 1957, (2) by thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units on July 1, 1959, 
and (3) by not more than thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units (within 
the limit provided by subsection (e))° on July 1 of each fiscal year beginning 
after 1959 with respect to which such increase is specifically authorized as being 
in the public interest by the President after consultation with the Council of 
Economic Advisors; and may enter into only such new contracts for preliminary 
loans in respect thereto as are consistent with the number of dwelling units for 
which contracts for annual contributions may be entered into hereunder: 
Provided, That the authority to enter into new contracts for annual contribu- 
tions with respect to each such thirty-five thousand additional dwelling units 
(except the units authorized under clause (8) ) shall terminate four years after 
the first date on which such authority may be exercised under the foregoing 
provisions of this subsection * * *” 

The conference bill therefore would by law completely reopen the Housing Act 
of 1949, as far as both public housing units and public housing subsidy contracts 
are concerned. 

The 1949 act had two limitations on the expansion of public housing provided 
for by the legislation. There was a unit ceiling, providing that no more than 
§10,000 new units could be developed under the act. The other limitation in the 
act was that the Public Housing Administration should not execute contracts for 
subsidies “annual contributions’ which would permit maximum subsidy pay- 
ments of more than $308 million per year to run for not more than 40 years for the 
units in the 1949 act. The subsidy ceiling in the 1937 act, as such existed before 
its amendment by the 1949 act, was $28 million per year for not to exceed 60 years. 
So the new overall subsidy ceiling applied to both the 1937 and 1949 act programs 
became $336 million per year (duration of not more than 60 vears for those units 
contracted for prior to the 1949 act program, and of not more than 40 years ior 
the units authorized under the 1949 act). 

The present status of the public housing statute is that no new subsidy con- 
tracts may be entered into by the Public Housing Administration. All authority 
for such new subsidy contracts expired at midnight on June 30, 1959. ‘The 
approximately 117,000 units not then under construction but covered by binding 
subsidy contracts may be constructed. 





2810,000 1949 Act units. 
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Based upon estimates of the Public Housing Administration, the status of the 
Federal public housing program as of July 1, 1959, was as follows: 


Total program (exrcluding farm labor units) as of Mar. 31, 1959 (figures are 
approximate) 

Units 
Programs prior to 1949 act................._. i psc een eapn ake hse eana a 
1949 act: 
Under management_________ Sieeetissen SR 400 
inde”. Gonmmiruelonis: ht) oo oe he aes Se 
Under subsidy contract but not under construction_________________ 85, 700 
PHA expected to put under subsidy contract by July 1, 1959__-___ 31, 416 





Sia soevics areal ma genoa 383, 900 


Total_- 






Estimated total all Federal public housing programs as of July 1, 
1959 


As of July 1, 1959, PHA’s figures thus indicate that about 383,900 units of the 
$10,000 in the 1949 act are under subsidy contract. Subtracting this 383,900 from 
the 810,000 unit ceiling would leave 426,100 units of the original 810,000 in the 
1949 act not placed under subsidy contract. As far as the statutory unit ceiling 
alone is concerned, the conference bill upon enactment would open the way for 
new subsidy contracts for all of these approximately 426,100 units at a rate of 
45,000 units for fiscal 1960 and 35,000 units per year thereafter without further 
action by Congress. 

However, the statute also had a second limitation in the form of a dollar ceiling 
on the execution of new subsidy contracts. The law said that PHA should not 
sign subsidy contracts which would call for subsidy payments of more than $308 
million per year for the new 1949 act program to be repeated each year for not 
more than 40 years, and that the gross subsidies contracted for by PHA for the 
combined 1937 and 1949 programs could not exceed $336 million per year. (The 
1934+ programs projects do not receive annual cash subsidies as the Federal 
Government paid cash for their construction and there is therefore no need for 
the annual Federal subsidies to pay off the development cost of the units as in 
the 1987 and 1949 programs. ) 

The subsidy contracts pledging the “faith of the United States” are written in 
an amount Which will equal the annual payments of principal and interest to 
retire the tax-exempt bonds sold to pay for the development cost of the projects. 
The theory of the program is that the Federal taxpayers will pay all capital costs 
of making the projects available and that the token rents paid by the public hous- 
ing tenants should pay in full the operating costs of the projects (when the effect 
of waiver of local taxes on the projects is taken into account). 

The projects are by contract with the local governing body exempt from taxes 
for local services (the statute makes any project ineligible for Federal subsi- 
dies unless a local subsidy is paid by tax exemption or in cash), but the law 
permits the local public housing authority to pay a token sum in lieu of taxes. 
This token payment may not be more than 10 percent of the tenants’ gross rents 
minus utilities. Samplings indicate the “payments in lieu of taxes’ are gener- 
ally not more than one-fourth of full taxes on the same property if privately 
owned. In some instances these payments are as small as 10 percent of full 
taxes on the same property. Sometimes the token payment on a large project 
will be greater than full taxes were on the site when it was vacant ground or 
occupied by a few small homes. No lien may lie against the project in favor of 
the local taxing body in case the “in lieu” payments are either not paid or not 
paid by the tax due date applying to other real property owners in the locality. 

There is in the bill no precise number of new public housing units which could 
be placed under subsidy contract under the bill. 

In evaluating the effect of the bill in completely reopening the public housing 
expansion contemplated in the 1949 act it is necessary to abserve the interaction 
of both the dollar subsidy ceiling in that act and the unit ceiling as well. 

As a practical matter the question arises as to whether by the reopening of 
the program called for by the conference bill one of the two limitations would 
be reached before the other, for under the law both limits would apply. The 
basic reasons for the failure of the dollar subsidy ceiling to mateh the unit 
ceiling are that the actual development costs being encountered by PHA are 
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about double those contemplated by the 1949 act, and the interest rates on the 
tax-exempt public housing bonds have also risen above those anticipated in 
that act. 

The Housing and Home Finance Agency in its calculations uses an estimated 
average development cost of $13,600 for each family unit. The HHFA then 
projects by using the debt service recently experienced on public housing bond 
issues to see how many units could be put under annual subsidy contracts be- 
fore reaching the dollar ceiling which they anticipate would first be reached by 
reopening the law. On those premises HHFA estimates that the $336 million 
per year subsidy ceiling would be reached when about 190,000 additional units 
have been placed under subsidy contract. HHFA frankly admits if actual con- 
ditions encountered in the construction and money markets require a higher in- 
terest rate than 3 percent on the public housing bonds (the most recent issue 
averaged 3.78 percent) and/or a higher average development cost than 413.600 
per unit (reported in July 1959 to be $14,100 per unit), the number of units 
which could be contracted for under the statutory subsidy contract ceiling 
would be accordingly less than the 190,000 units. 

The Housing Subcommittee of the House Banking and Currency Committee 
has estimated that the statutory subsidy ceiling would be encountered when 
about 140,000 new units were put under subsidy contract. The 140,000 unit 
estimate indicates a development cost of $17,000 per unit and interest on the 
tax-exempt bonds at 3 percent. 

Under these estimates, based upon the assumptions referred to above, the Sub- 
committee on Housing of the House feels that for practical purposes the bill 
approved by the House would permit 140,000 units in addition to the roughly 
595,000 units in the present program. The additional units within the statutory 
unit ceiling but not coming within the statutory dollar subsidy ceiling could, 
under the above assumptions, be placed under subsidy contract only if Congress 
were to raise the dollar subsidy ceiling beyond the present legal limitation of 
$336 million per year. (It will be recalled the $336 million per year is the gross 
annual statutory subsidy contracting ceiling for all Federal public housing pro- 
grams—$28 million per year under the 1937-38 program plus contracting author- 
ity for additional subsidy payments of $308 million per year under the 1949 act 
program. ) 

It might be argued that the Public Housing Administration could legally prom- 
ise to various local public housing authorities across the country the unused units 
within the statutory unit ceiling (about 286,000 units under the Housing Sub- 
committee estimate of 140,000 under the existing subsidy ceiling, or about 236,000 
units under the HHFA estimate of 190,000 units possible under the present bill). 
PHA might do that and thereby be in a position to bring pressure on Congress to 
make good the promises of units (program reservations) by raising the statutory 
dollar subsidy ceiling. 

That pressure might be successful. However, it is clear that in the absence 
of an increase above the $336 million per year statutory subsidy ceiling in exist- 
ing law, the PHA could not execute subsidy contracts to cover the unused units 
under the legal unit ceiling. 

So, when all of the considerations related above are taken into account, the 
varying estimates of the number of new units to be made possible by the bill 
are understandable and reconcilable. 


CONCLUSIONS 


Reopening the 1949 act as the conference bill does : 

(1) As to the statutory unit ceiling alone all of the balance of the 810,000 units 
not under subsidy contract as of July 1, 1959, could be placed under subsidy 
contract at a rate of 45,000 units for fiscal year 1960 and 35,000 units a year 
thereafter—if there were no limitation. That would be about 426,000 new units— 
but— 

(2) The dollar limit on subsidy payments contracted for would be reached 
before the unit ceiling. This makes the dollar ceiling controlling in the absence 
of new legislation to raise the statutory subsidy ceiling. 

(3) The House Subcommittee on Housing states that the House bill—the statu- 
tory effect of which would be the same as the conference bill—would permit about 
140,000 units to be placed under subsidy contract. 

(4) The HHFA estimates that the conference bill would by law permit sub- 
sidy contracts for about 190,000 units. 
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(5) These unit estimates may be reconciled by noting that: 

(a) The estimate of 140,000 new units is based on an assumed $17,000 per unit 
average development cost and 3 percent interest on the tax-exempt public housing 
bonds. 

(vb) The estimate of 190,000 units is based on an assumed $13,600 per unit aver- 
age development cost and 3 percent interest on the bonds. 

(c) The estimate of 426,100 units could be reached only by a new act of Con- 
gress to raise the existing statutory dollar ceiling on annual subsidies for public 
housing high enough to permit all of the unused units under the existing statutory 
unit ceiling to be placed under subsidy contract. 


SUBSIDY COSTS OF PUBLIC HOUSING IN CONFERENCE BILL 


Senator Sparkman stated at his press conference on June 18, 1959, on the com- 
pletion of the conference report that the units permitted by the bill could be 
placed under subsidy contract “beginning now and through fiscal year 1964 a 
the discretion of the President.” 

HHFA reported to the House Banking and Currency Committee on April 14, 
1959, that total debt service on 190,000 units would run to $4,475,500,000. (Tax- 
exempt bonds pledging the “faith of the United States” could be issued covering 
this amount within the next 6 or 7 years, depending upon dates of completion of 
the new units.) 

These two statements together show that by statute the conference version of 
$. 57 would within the next 5 fiscal years permit the execution of binding sub- 
sidy contracts in an aggregate amount of $4,475,500,000. The payments of these 
susidies from the U.S. Treasury would in the case of each project be paid out 
under the terms of the contract over a 40-year period to pay off the tax-exempt 
bonds covering the development cost of the projects. 

‘he contract subsidy on the 190,000 units would be $111,887,000 each year for 
40 vears, or $588.88 per year for each family housed in the new units. 

HHEA, in estimating the subsidies expected to be disbursed for the new 
units, makes an arbitrary reduction of 17.5 percent in the above estimates. 
The Agency therefore estimates that total disbursed subsidies over the life of 
the 40-year contracts on the 190,000 units would be about $3,700 million, or an 
average of $92,307,700 per vear. This would mean a disbursed Federal subsidy 
of $485.83 per year per family housed in the new units. The direct Federal 
subsidy to be paid in cash for each public housing unit proposed in 8. 57 would 
thus be more than $40 per month. 

These amounts would be in addition to the subsidies of $6,770,800,000 HHFA 
estimates are still to be disbursed under subsidy contracts for the present 
program of public housing. The actual amount appropriated for fiscal year 
1960 for public housing subsidies (H.R. 7040) is $120 million, and this does not 
cover the 143,000 units in the production pipeline. 

When all of the 190,000 public housing units which could be contracted for 
under the conference bill without further action by Congress would be in 
operation, the annual subsidies by contract could be $336 million per year. 
The disbursed amounts would vary with whatever “residual receipts” from 
higher token rents would be available to reduce the payments (now averaging 
17.5 percent, according to HHFA). 


Senator SparKMAN. We have received a statement from the U.S. 
Savings and Loan League which will go in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


U.S. SAVINGS AND LOAN LEAGUE, 
Chicago, Ill., July 30, 1959. 
Senator JoHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman. Suhcommittee on Housing, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR SPARKMAN: This letter is in support of section 807(c) of S. 57. 
The U.S. Savings and Loan League strongly favors keeping this provision in 
this year’s housing legislation. 

The tremendous postwar building boom has just about used up all of the 
available readymade housing sites. More and more it is becoming necessary 
for the builder to acquire land which requires substantial and costly improve- 
ments before it can be divided into housing sites and home construction com- 
mences. Section 8O07(c) would permit Federal associations to lend the money 
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to the builder for these purposes. Federal associations would be limited to 
5 percent of their assets for such loans and would be specifically subjected to 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board. 

With the strict limitations imposed by section SO07(c), which amounts to a 
100-percent reserve against these loans plus unlimited authority of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board to regulate this lending, it is absurd to classify such 
loans as speculative. 

This authority to make loans for land development was enthusiastically 
endorsed by all of the savings and loan witnesses during the hearings and has 
the approval of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board. It would be particularly 
helpful to the small builder who has great difficulty in raising sufficient capital 
to acquire tracts of land and to make costly water and sewerage installations, 
As it stands now, there are some areas of the country where only the very 
largest builder has sufficient funds to acquire the most desirable tracts of land. 

This section would also help finance community facilities and urban re 
newal. In additon, many State chartered savings .and loans have this right 
at the present time, and in those areas, Federal savings and loans are at a 
disadvantage. 

This is good legislation and should be enacted. It should also be pointed 
out that members of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, the agency charged 
with supervising, regulating, chartering, and insuring Federal savings and loans 
favor this provision. Certainly they should have more knowledge of and ex- 
perience with this type of situation than someone who, with rare exception, 
concentrates all of this time and energy on housing. 

Sincerely, 
Henry A. Buse, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee 


Senator Sparkman. Mr. Cowles Andrus, senior vice president, New 
Jersey Bank & Trust Co., Passaic, N.J.: chairman, Committee on Real 
Estate Mortgages, Savings & Mortgage Division, American Bankers 
Association. 

Will you come around, Mr. Andrus, with your associates and iden- 
tify them for the record. 

I will say the same thing to you I said to Mr. Mitnick. Senator 
Williams asked particularly that I express his regrets at not being 
here to welcome you as one of his constituents. He is away today, 
unavoidably. 


STATEMENT OF COWLES ANDRUS, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
REAL ESTATE MORTGAGES, SAVINGS & MORTGAGE DIVISION, 
AMERICAN BANKERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Anprus. Senator, I am pleased to introduce my associate 
here. On my left Mr. J. O. Brott, general counsel of the American 
Bankers Association and on my right Dr. Kurt Flexner, director 
of mor tgage finance of the associ ition. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Cowles 
Andrus. I am 5 vice president of the New Jersey Bank & Trust 
Co., Passaic, N.J. I also am chairman of the Committee on Real 
Estate Mortgages of the Savings & Mortgage Division of the Amer- 
ican Bankers Association. It is in this latter capacity that I appear 
today. to present the views of the American Bankers Association on 
the President’s veto message on S. 57. 

The American Bankers Association, and here I just. interpolate a 
little bit, recognizes the need for passing a housing bill and believes 
that specific “legisl: ative proposals involving direct Government 
loans and grants must be viewed in the light of their overall effect on 
economic stability and sustainable growth of the economy as a whole. 
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The association also believes that a primary role of Government is to 
strengthen the foundation on which private enterprise is built and 
not. to replace private enterprise by direct Government intervention. 
These considerations have caused the association to oppose parts of the 
proposed Housing Act of 1959 contained in 8. 57 while favoring 
other parts. 

In general, we believe that the changes in the FHA one-to-four 
family and rental housing mortgage insurance programs m: ay be justi- 
fied, except for the increase in maturities. Some modernization of 
these programs may be warranted by changes in real estate values. 
While we continue to believe that interest rates on all FHA-insured 
mortgages should be permitted to freely reflect money market con- 
ditions, we favor the increases in the maximum interest rates on rental 
housing and cooperative housing mortgages, for the reason that this 
will provide greater flexibility. 


AVOIDANCE OF FORECLOSURE ON FHA-INSURED MORTGATES 


S. 57 contains two new proposals relating to FHA mortgages on 
which a default has occurred. One permits the FHA Commissioner 
to extend the time for curing a default and to enter into an agreement 
with the mortgagee that if “the mortgage is subsequently foreclosed, 
any unpaid interest accruing after the date of the agreement may be 
included in debentures. Most private lenders are desirous of avoid- 
ing the necessity of foreclosure whenever possible and prefer to work 
out a default with the mortgagor if there is a prospect that the mort- 
gage will be restored to good standing within a reasonable period of 
time. This appears to be a desirable provision if it is made clear that 
the Commissioner cannot act arbitrarily in extending the time for cur- 
ing the default against the wishes of the mortgagee. 

The other proposal would authorize the FHA Commissioner, for 
the purpose of avoiding foreclosure, to acquire insured mortgages on 
one-to-four family dwellings by issuing debentures to the mortgagee. 
This would in effect constitute the FHA as another HOLC and is in- 
consistent with its character as a mutual insurance system. It could 
only be justified as a sepa measure. We are, therefore, opposed 
to this proposal i in S$. 5 

I think, Senator, that any banker would be perfectly willing to take 
the debentures at any time, but it is still inconsistent with the asso- 
ciation’s position that the Government should intervene only as neces- 

sary and perhaps in a depression that would be a desirable outlet. 


PAR. PURCHASE OF MORTGAGE BY FNMA UNDER SPECIAL ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 


The extension of the requirement that FNMA purchase mortgages 
at par under its special assistance program is, in our opinion, not jus- 
tified. The special assistance function of FNMA appears to be in- 
tended to provide a market for certain categories of mortgages orig- 
inating under special housing programs “pending the establishment of 
their marketability” in the private mortgage market. A par purchase 
requirement tends to raise an artificial barrier against the establish- 
ment of such marketability when yields on mort rages in the private 
mortgage market are higher. We believe that pureha ases of mortgages 
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by FNMA under its special assistance programs should be at prices 
comparable to the prices for mortgages prevailing from time to time 
in the private mortgage market. 


FNMA SHORT-TERM LOANS ON PLEDGED FHA-INSURED OF VA-GUARANTEED 
MORTGAGES 


The proposed authority for FNMA to make short-term loans se- 
cured by FHA-insured or VA-guaranteed home mortgages is a 
marked departure from the original purpose of the secondary market 
function of FNMA to provide supplementary assistance to the private 
mortgage market. It is not believed that 1t was ever contemplated 
that FNMA should engage in operations which compete with any 
group of private lenders. Yet, the effect of this proposal would be 
to put FNMA in direct competition with banks which are providing 
interim financing to mortgage dealers and | project builders. 

[t is claimed that the provision in S. 57 would merely be a substi- 
tute for a procedure which now accomplishes the same thing. At 
present when FNMA purchases mortgages, the seller can have an 
option to repurchase such mortgages at the same price at which he 
sold them to FNMA. It is argued that the only difference between 
this procedure and the provision in S. 57 is that in the first case he 
obtains funds temporarily from FNMA under a “sale and repurchase 
agreement” while under the S. 57 provision he would borrow the 
money up to 1 year on a loan from FNMA secured by a pledge of 
similar mortgages. Regardless of the similarity or dissimilarity be- 
tween the two procedures, we believe that interim financing and 
“warehousing” of mortgages by FNMA is wrong in principle and 
inconsistent with the declared purpose of its secondary market pro- 
gram. We are strongly opposed to the enactment of this provision 
asa part of any housing bill. 


DIRECT LOANS TO FINANCE HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 


We believe the proposal in S. 57 to authorize the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator to make direct loans to finance housing 
for elderly persons is unwise. The HHFA would obtain funds with 
which to make such loans by borrowing from the Treasury. This 
would serve to further complicate the Treasury’s already difficult debt 
management problems. 

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Andrus, I believe you are in error there. 
The conference report for S. 57 provided for appropriations—that 
the money should be made available by appropriations, but not by 
the Treasury Department. 

Mr. Anprvs. I am incorrect, as I gather from the Senator’s remarks. 

Senator Sparkman. I am sure if you check it you will find that 
is correct. 

Mr. Anprvs. I would be very pleased to do so. At the conclusion 
of my statement, we might cover that in Mr. Brott’s statement. 

Senator Sparkman. All right. 

Mr. Anorvs. It is provided that no direct loan shall be made by 
the Administrator unless funds from other sources cannot be obtained 
upon terms and conditions equally as favorable as terms of loans from 
the Administrator. The maximum interest rates on such direct loans 
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would be less than the rate on long-term Government bonds. It seems 
clear, therefore, that loans could not be obtained from other sources 
at comparable interest rates. This would mean that, to the extent of 
funds available, all loans to finance housing for elderly persons would 
be made by the Administrator. An initial $50 million is authorized 
for the program. However, if this amount should prove insuilicient, 
authorization of additional funds would surely be forthcoming. Ex- 
perience has shown that any new Government lending program, even 
though relatively modest at the start, tends to grow and expand. 
Governmental assistance to housing for elderly persons is fairly 
recent. It would be preferable to keep such assistance within the 
framework of the FHA as it is at present. We believe it better to 
seek to perfect the FHA insurance program with private enterprise 
participation than to embark on an entirely new direct-loan program. 


URBAN RENEWAL 


Slum clearance and urban renewal programs improve community 
living conditions through reconstruction or elimination of blighted 
areas. We recognize that substantial need continues to exist for com- 
munity betterment and improvement. Nevertheless, the extent of the 
Federal Government’s financial assistance to such programs must be 
determined in the light of overall fiscal policy and effect on the 
economy. Therefore, additional aid for urban renewal should be 
such as will not hamper the carrying out of such policy and will not 
contribute to inflationary pressures. 

We believe that the requirement in S. 57 that capital grants be 
reserved on a first-come first-served basis is undesirable. <A real 
need for urban renewal exists in many of the smaller communities in 
this country. Yet these smaller communities may suffer if capital 
grants are to be reserved on a first-come first-served basis because 
they do not have facilities to produce the plans required by the pro- 
gram as quickly and as effectively as the larger cities. We believe that 
it would be preferable to allocate funds between the smaller and larger 
cities on an equitable basis of need. 

I felt myself fortunate this morning to have sat in on the hearings 
and heard the discussion of others testifying this morning and [| just 
wondered—it seems as though perhaps it is too simple, but it is den: 
in other phases of business operation—if it might not be possible or . 
practical that there be an allocation of X < dollars for class A cities on a 
first-come first-served basis and the sliecuiaie of X dollars fer your 
smaller cities on a first-come first-served basis because— this is a 
personal opinion, but one borne of some years of planning association 
work in local and regional areas—the benefits of urban renewal are 
going to appeal to more and more large cities so that we will have a 
continuing drive for this service in our bigger communities and they 
will constantly be blocking off the smaller communities in which it is 
harder to get these ideals realized. So that I just wondered if that 
might not be a possibility. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you for the suggestion. It certainly 
would bear looking into. It may be something that could be done 
along that line. 

Mr. Anprvs. Extension of the Voluntary Home Mortgage Credit 
Program: We urge most strongly the extension of the Voluntary 
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Home Mortgage Program. We favor a 2-year extension rather than 
the 1-year extension. 

This private enterprise program has operated successfully in spite 
of several handicaps. It has channeled a substantial amount of mort- 
gage funds into small communities and housing for minority groups. 


REAL ESTATE LOANS BY NATIONAL BANKS 


We favor the provision of S. 57 amending the National Hous- 
ing Act to exclude FH.A-insured loans in determining the amount of 
real estate loans which a national bank may make in relation to its 
capital and surplus or its time and savings de ‘posits. VA-guaranteed 
loans are now excluded from this limitation and it seems equally appro- 
priate to exclude FHA-insured loans. 

If I might add a word, in the testimony this morning one gentleman 
made a rather flat statement, as I recall it, that the builder couldn't 
go to the bank and get this necessary interim financing and I think that 
he is somewhat misinformed because they had about 14,000 banks 
from the American Bankers Association and they have supplied them 
with rather exhaustive studies on interim financing and it is a natural 
function of the commercial bank and we feel that with this approach 
that they can do and are doing a good job in that field. 

Senator Sparkman. What about some of the remote areas? For 
instance, we know that mortgage money usually is not available in 
remote areas and that is the very reason we set up the VHMCP, which 
you endorse. 

Mr. Anprvus. That is right. 

Senator SparKMAN. I am just wondering if perhaps this interim 
financing doesn’t run into thin areas in the same way. 

Mr. Anorvs. It is possible, sir. I can certainly understand that 
there are some areas in which I think bankers don’t sense the public 

responsibility or the opportunity that exists in the mortgage lending. 

Senator SparKMAN. Or even perhaps where their capitalization 
doesn’t permit carrying of a very large amount of this kind of finane- 
ing in their portfolios. 

Mr. Anprvs. But, on the other hand, the correspondent bank would 
be functioning in the interest of that smaller 

Senator SparkMANn. What I was wondering is, if the banks had 
organized or if there was an understanding to that extent in the case 
of VHMCP not as elabor ate, but at least some such plan. 

Mr. Anvrvs. I think that is one function of our real estate mortgage 
committee and its association is to further that thought, that the corre- 
spondent bank should hold itself ready to serve the smaller community. 

Senator Sparkman. I should like to suggest that you look into that 
because certainly when this proposal was agreed to, it was not for the 
purpose of affecting banks adversely, but to provide something that it 
was felt the b: — were not providing. 

Mr. Anprvs. Yes, sir. Well, our association appreciates having 
been afforded “this further opportunity to state its position on this 
legislation so vitally affecting the national economy and the public 
service responsibilities of our industr y. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Mr. Andrus. 

By the way, with reference to that direct loan program for the 
elderly, if you look at the veto message subsection 4, you will find the 
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following: “There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $50 
million whic h shall constitute a revolvi ing fund to be used by the Ad- 
ministrator in earr y ing out this sec tion.’ 

Mr. Brorr. Yes, sir, we were In error on that. Of course, on the 
other hand, even though it amounts to an appropriation, the new pro- 
gram does come into the overall problem of b: ulancing the budget and 
deficit financing does create problems for the Tre: asury. 

Senator SrarKMAN. Yes. Of course it is a problem, but not of the 
same nature. 

Mr. Brorr. Yes. 

Mr. Anprvus. We are very glad to have this brought to our attention. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

We have a letter from the North Carolina Bankers Association for 
the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


NORTH CAROLINA BANKERS ASSOCIATION, 
Raleigh, July 27, 1959. 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 
Banking and Currency Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: I am writing this letter as a member of the Raleigh 
City Council and any view expressed herein should not necessarily be construed 
as one shared by any bank or banker in North Carolina or the North Carolina 
Bankers Association. 

On Friday, July 24, Hon. William G. Enloe, mayor of the city of Raleigh, ap- 
peared before a housing subcommittee of the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee. According to press reports, Mayor Enloe told the committee that 
President Eisenhower's veto of the $1.2 billion housing bill “dealt a severe blow” 
to Raleigh and all North Carolina. 

While Mayor Enloe undoubtedly spoke his honest convictions, I should like 
for the record to show that he was not speaking officially for the city council of 
Raleigh and, as one member of the city council, I would like to disassociate my- 
self with his expressions. Naturally I do not presume to speak for any other 
member of the city council. 

Personally I was very pleased that the President vetoed the bill in question, 
and I admire his courage in doing so. I personally object to such proposed ap- 
propriations for a variety of reasons and I regret that such a preponderance of 
State and local officials feel that they must turn to the Congress for solutions to 
local problems which, so very often, are not really problems to be solved by 
Government. 

Further, we find the spectacle of many local officials voicing criticism of the 
Federal Government for its extravagance and its centralization of power when, 
indeed, the local officials have encouraged precisely such a trend. 

Even if one allows Mayor Enloe and other city officials who appeared before 
the subcommittee the presumption of complete sincerity to which they are en- 
titled, one inescapable fact remains: They cannot in consistency protest against 
high taxation on the part of the Federal Government. 

As for the urban renewal program in Raleigh, my dislike extends beyond its 
cost. I simply do not believe that the urban renewal program is consistent with 
the constitutional rights of citizens. I do not believe it is right to condemn one 
private citizen’s property for resale to another private individual, regardless of 
the sugar-coated reasoning which is used to justify such a program. 

One of your colleagues, the Honorable Sam J. Ervin, Jr., expressed my views 
splendidly in 1952 when he was an associate justice of the North Carolina 
Supreme Court. In a case involving the question of whether a public housing 
authority had the right to take land through eminent domain, the then Mr. 
Justice Ervin said, in part: “If I had my way, I would * * * (strike) down as 
unconstitutional a statute giving housing authorities the power of eminent 
domain. Under the statute, a housing authority condemns the property of one 
person to provide dwellings for others. No amount of plain sophistry can erase 
the plain fact that this is taking the private property of one person without his 
consent and devoting it to the private uses of others *.* *.” 
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If Mr. Justice Ervin’s opinion was correct as to public housing authorities— 
and I believe it was—then it is even more applicable to urban renewal projects 
where the ultimate effect is to transfer ownership of property from one private 
citizen or citizens to another private citizen or citizens. 

When a slum situation exists in a community, there are perfectly constitutional 
and effective remedies available to the governing bodies. If reasonable health 
and safety statutes and ordinances are effectively enforced, then slums wil! dis- 
appear. The existence of slums, frankly stated, points up the inefficiency of the 
community government. 

At the last meeting of our city council, there was an illustration of a fault 
of the urban renewal program. Two Negro citizens appeared who own their 
homes in an area proposed for clearance under the urban renewal program. One 
of the citizens, a woman, wept miserably when she tried to discuss the fact that 
her home was to be taken from her. This woman knew that she had no chance 
to defend herself against what I consider an invasion of her rights. She must 
move, she was told, from her home. Her home was no longer her castle. Yet, 
there is no evidence that either she or her home is unclean or unhealthful, or 
that she is in any way corrupting the morals of her community, or that she is 
anything but a good, honest citizen who does not desire that she be removed by 
virtual force from a place where she has made a comfortable home. 

I know that my views may not be popular in this era of the bulldozer and 
government edict. Yet, the fact remains that I was outspoken on this issue when 
it was first raised, and my views have been unmistakably clear—and I was re- 
elected in the recent city election. 

I sincerely hope that the President will continue to veto any such legislation 
as this, and that the Housing Subcommittee of the Senate Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee will not encourage an attempt to override the President’s veto. 

Even though I disagree with Mayor Enloe’s contention that the President's 
veto “dealt a severe blow” to Raleigh and all North Carolina, I reiterate that 
I am not questioning the mayor's sincerity. He and I happen to have conflicting 
views on the spending of other people’s money and on depriving people of what 
I consider to be their constitutional rights. 

If you will pass this letter along to the chairman of the Housing Subcommittee, 
I will be most grateful. 

Respectfully, 
JESSE HELMs, Evecutive Director. 

Senator SpARKMAN. We have six other witnesses. I think we can’t 
finish this morning, so I think it would be well to recess at this time 
until 2:30 this afternoon. If you would come back at 2:30, I would 
appreciate it. 

The committee stands in recess until 2:30. 

(Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2:30 p.m. the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator SparkMAN. Let the committee come to order, please. 

As you gentlemen know, the Senate is in session. Some of the Sen- 
ators are on the Senate floor. In fact, I have just come from there. 
I was told by some of them that they will not be able to be here. 
Senator Bush is expected to be here soon, but it has been suggested 
that probably we should get started. 

First of all, I want to submit for printing in the record certain 
papers that I have. One is a statement of the Mortgage Bankers 
Association of America; letters from the National Association of 
Mutual Savings Banks; and the Industrial Union Department of the 
AFL-CIO. Also, I think it would be appropriate to print in the 
record a speech that is being delivered at this time on the floor of the 
House of Representatives by Congressman Albert Rains, of Alabama, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Housing of the House Banking 
and Currency Committee. 
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I think, too, it might be appropriate to print a letter, which I have 
received from Mr. Norman Mason, Administrator of the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, with reference to the typical American home 
that is bemg shown in the Moscow Fair, enclosing an article regarding 
the owner of one of these typical homes that was written by Mr. Ray 
Cromley. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF THE MORTGAGE BANKERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


The Mortgage Bankers Association of America considers that the points ad- 
vanced by the President in disapproving Senate bill S. 57 offer sufficient reasons 
for the veto of the bill and for sustaining the veto. The association also urges 
legislative action along the lines indicated in the veto message, and, since it is 
the association’s view that S. 2378 represents a reasonable embodiment of the 
President’s recommendations, the association endorses this particular bill and 
hopes that its enactment will not be long delayed. 

The needs of the country for housing legislation this year, in the opinion of 
this association, could have been met by a very simple bill. All that was re- 
quired for the maintenance of a vigorous homebuilding economy and a con- 
tinued general improvement in housing standards and conditions was the en- 
actment of certain important modernizations of FHA’s single-family and rental 
housing insurance programs, including an increase in FHA’s insurance authoriza- 
tion, the extension of the termination dates on certain useful operations sched- 
uled to expire this year and additional aid for urban renewal sufficient to main- 
tain operations at a reasonable pace but without risk of upsetting a tenuous 
budgetary situation. This was the position which this association—in accord- 
ance with the principles of its policy statement, now on file with your subcom- 
mittee—took when S. 57 was first being considered last winter. In the light 
of events since that time, the association believes it is warranted in standing 
even more firmly on this position. 

Private homebuilding is having its third, or perhaps even its second, biggest 
year in history. Mortgage lending is at an all-time high. These activities 
need no help other than to be allowed to continue, as they will if the needed FHA 
insurance authority is granted. At the same time, the demands upon the 
Treasury, resulting from last year’s antirecession measures, make it absolutely 
necessary that programs involving the expenditure or commitment of Govern- 
ment funds for the current and future fiscal years be held to a minimum until 
we can be assured that the Government can get its finances in order. 

This is a time for the review of spending programs, for investigation of their 
practicality and effectiveness, and for exploring the possibilities of methods 
less burdensome financially, rather than for the uncritical commitment of addi- 
tional expenditures in face of the prospect of continuing deficits. 

The association calls attention to the fact that no such review had been under- 
taken since the enactment of the major legislation of 1954 until the chairman 
of this subcommittee initiated his studies of mortgage credit and related ques- 
tions in the spring of this year. Trusting in the fairness and breadth of view 
which the chairman has always shown, this association would like to see these 
explorations continued to the point where they may provide the sound basis for 
another major legislative revision. 

In view of the financial problems of the Government, the advisability of a 
reexamination of what in some cases are still experimental operations before 
further extensive expenditures are incurred, and the pending threat of disrup- 
tion in homebuilding activity, the association again urges at this time the prompt- 
est possible action on the simplest possible housing legislation. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MUTUAL SAVINGS BANKs, 

New York, N.Y., July 23, 1959. 

Hon. JoHN J. SPARKMAN, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Committee on Banking and Currency, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator SPARKMAN: On January 26, 1959, on behalf of the National 
Association of Mutual Savings Banks, views for the record were filed by the 
association discussing some of the subjects dealt with in S. 57. Those views 
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appear on pages 749 to 751 of the hearings held on that bill in January 1959 by 
your committee. 

Upon considering the events that have subsequently transpired, the Nationa 
Association adheres firmly to the views then set forth. Attention is respectfully 
invited to the fact that the improvement in the national economy then noted has 
continued to develop, reducing the need for aid in the form of Federal spending. 
Federal aid for housing should be confined to areas of proven need measured 
against the backdrop of other demands for Federal assistance. These demands 
serve to shape the total budget for present and future Federal expenditures, 
which in turn should be viewed in the light of measures appropriate to safe- 
guard the value of the dollar and nourish sustained growth of the economy. 

Two provisions in the conference bill dealing with avoidance of foreclosure 
require particular attention at this time. Section 114(a) of S. 57 as agreed 
upon in conference between the two Houses of the Congress would add a new 
section 230 to title II of the National Housing Act. This would authorize the 
Federal Housing Commissioner, “in his discretion’ to acquire an FHA loan 
insured under title II, together with the security for the loan, by issuing deben- 
tures to the mortgagee, upon receiving notice of default in any such mortgage 
covering a one- to four-family residence. Such a procedure should expressly 
require the consent of the mortgagee, else the mortgagee may be compelled to 
accept an involuntay conversion of a mortgage contract into an issue of deben- 
tures marketable only at a discount, if at all. Mortgagees institute foreclosure 
proceedings only as a last resort; they do not welcome foreclosures with their 
accompanying costs, loss potentials, and public relation irritants. Depending 
upon individual circumstances, the mortgagee may well be willing to give the 
mortgagor the time required to cure a default rather than make necessary the 
drain on FHA reserves caused by the issuance of FHA debentures. No reason 
appears why mortgagors already receiving the advantage of liberal financing 
under a Federal program should be afforded additional preferential treatment 
upon default, as compared with that available to mortgagors under conventional 
mortgages with a higher average equity investment. We believe this proposal 
to be unwise. But if the Congress deems it necessary to spell out in the statute 
specific procedure allowing the Commissioner to take over the loan upon a mere 
happening of an event of default of which the Commissioner is notified, the 
words “with the prior consent of the mortgagee” should be inserted before the 
words “may acquire” in the first sentence. 

Section 114(b) of the conference bill would amend section 204(a) of the 
National Housing Act by authorizing the Federal Housing Commissioner to 
extend the time for curing certain defaults in any one- to four-family residence 
mortgage insured under the act and to enter into an agreement with the mort- 
gagee to include in debentures issued upon foreclosure any unpaid interest 
accruing after the agreement date. Obviously a moratorium on amortization 
payments under such a mortgage is of vital concern to mutual savings banks, 
over 60 percent of whose assets are invested in mortgages. To the extent that 
an inflow of amortized mortgage payments is decreased, the ability of such 
savings banks to pay interest to their depositors at competitive rates is impaired. 
While savings banks are willing to make reasonable adjustments in mortgage 
payments in order to avoid foreclosures, sound management demands that the 
savings bank itself have a voice in the extent to which these adjustments are 
made. Any implication that the Federal Housing Commissioner is to be vested 
with sole power to impose a moratorium on the payment of mortgages insured 
by FHA would greatly detract from the desirability of such mortgages as a 
medium of investment for mutual savings banks. Informal views from con- 
gressional sources indicate it was not intended that the Commissioner should 
exercise this power without first obtaining the consent of the mortgagee. To 
clarify the provisions of the bill on this point, the words “but with the prior 
consent of the mortgagee,” should be inserted following the comma after the 
word “prescribe” in the proposed amendment to section 204(a). 

We trust that the committee will give consideration to these views. It is 
respectfully requested that they be included in the printed record of the hearings 


to be held in connection with the message of the President in explaining his 
reasons for vetoing S. 57. 


Sincerely yours, 


GROVER W. ENSLEY, 
Executive Vice President. 
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INDUSTRIAL UNION DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO, 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Housing Subcommittee, Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: The Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO, on 
pehalf of its 6.7 million members, is deeply concerned lest Congress allow the 
President’s veto of S.57 to stand. We cannot urge too strongly that the Housing 
Subcommittee of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee recommend to 
Congress the immediate overriding of the President’s ill-considered refusal to 
sign into law this vital piece of legislation. 

Early in July, the Industrial Union Department sent a telegram to the Presi- 
dent urging him to sign the housing bill of 1959. We informed the President 
that while we considered the bill “far from adequate for the needs of the 
American people,” the measure “meets your own requirements for budget balance 
and there is every humanitarian and welfare reason for your signature.” 

The President’s answer to our telegram—and much more importantly to the 
housing needs of the American people—was his veto message of July 7 in which 
he saw fit to label the measure as “extravagant” and “inflationary.” 

We agree wholeheartedly with those Senators from both sides of the aisle who 
have termed the President’s message “misleading” and ‘‘misinformed.” 

As AFL-CIO President George Meany pointed out in his testimony before your 
committee on July 28: “S. 57 is by no means a far-reaching bill. While we 
unhesitatingly support S. 57, we must in all candor state that it is a minimum 
bill.” 

There should be no question in the minds of Congress that this legislation 
evolved as a compromise. It must be remembered that many of the features of 
the original bill were drastically trimmed in an unsuccessful effort to avoid a 
veto. 

When finally passed by both Houses of Congress, the measure was considered 
little more than the absolute minimum needed to sustain a reasonable level of 
housing activity, to start decent dwellings for the worst housed segment of our 
population, and to permit the Nation’s cities to proceed with desperately needed 
slum clearance and urban renewal projects. The President's veto—if left 
unchallenged—blocks these minimum requirements. 

Once again waving the all too familiar banners of “budget balance” and 
“inflation fighting,” the administration has denied social improvements to the 
people—improvements that are justified from an economic view and demanded 
from a moral view. 

There is nothing “extravagant” or “inflationary” about the proposed housing 
bill of 1959. On the contrary, the measure is anti-inflationary and—as your 
committee has already estimated—its enactment would increase the fiscal 1960 
budget by only $28 million. 

“Inflation” has, unfortunately, become part of a new American word game. 
Its real meaning has been buried under its constant use as the final excuse for 
delaying any and all Federal action. 

The use of the word “inflation” to describe the housing bill is an excellent 
example of administrative subterfuge. Today, there is a heavy demand for 
publie housing, urban renewal, college housing, and new private dwellings. The 
demand far exceeds present supply and has caused a marked increase in prices. 

As many witnesses before your committee have testified, the present “tight 
money” market has made many private lenders unwilling and unable to make 
low-interest, long-term loans. For the same reasons, private builders have not 
been constructing decent housing within the means of low-income families. 

The housing bill of 1959, if enacted, will make possible the construction of 
some 200,000 homes that would otherwise not be built. The bill will have an 
immediate impact on the annual rate of private housing starts—a rate that is 
now at 1.37 million units annually instead of a needed 2 million annual units 
and a rate that is expected to decline during the remainder of the year. 

During the past decade we have seen that when private housing starts to 
decline, dwelling prices increase: when private housing starts to increase, dwell- 
ing prices drop. Certainly, an increase in such housing starts cannct be termed 
“inflationary.” 

The proposed bill will also serve as a strong antirecessionary measure. Its 
enactment would provide an estimated 500,000 jobs at a time when 4.9 percent 


of the labor force remains jobless. Its urban renewal authorizations will 
help to stave off economie downturns. 
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will displace a total of 248,000 families in a 3-year period, and that half of these 
families 22. 700 to be exact-——would be eligible for low-rent public housing. 
This is an annual rate of more than 35,000 of these priority families alone. In 
additional to these evicted families for Whom the Government has a special obli- 
gation, there is the additional need to provide at least some hope to the many 
unfortunate families now living in slums for whom low-rent housing holds out 
the only opportunity they have in the foreseeable future of a decent home in 
which to live and raise their children. Were these facts also hidden from the 
President? 

Coupled with these misstatements of the need for low-rent housing is the 
false claim that the bill would immediately authorize 190,000 more units. The 
fact is that this bill authorizes 45,000 additional units. Beyond that, begin- 
ning in fiscal 1961 the President would have the power to authorize up to 55,000 
units a year if he decided that this was in the public interest, until the original 
dollar limitation in the Housing Act of 1949 was used up. Now, note that these 
additional units can be built only if they are authorized by the President. Ap- 
parently the President does not share the confidence of the Congress in the wis- 
dom of the American voter. 

Mr. Speaker, urban renewal and low-rent housing are inseparable. Any time a 
government evicts a family from its home for whatever purpose—sium clearance, 
highways, or other programs—it has a special responsibility to that family. 
Clearly thousands and thousands of these families are in the lowest income 
bracket and are unable to find decent private housing which they can afford. 
What are the alternatives to low-rent housing? The fact is that there is only one 
alternative. If slums are torn down, families of lowest incomes will be driven to 
other blighted areas. If Congress were to accept the administration’s halfway 
urban renewal program and provide only for tearing down slums without pro- 
viding for the rehousing of displaced families, it would make a mockery of the 
national housing policy established in the Housing Act of 1949. We would do 
better to call it the slum relocation program. However, both Houses of Con- 
gress have made it clear that we have no intention of enacting only half an 
urban renewal program. Nor do we have any intention of abandoning our 
sympathy and compassion for the unfortunate poor whom the administration 
would condemn to a never-ending life in the sordid squalor of our slums. 

The administration also objects to our effort to provide housing for elderly 
families at rents which they can afford. The Housing Act would authorize a 
program of direct loans which would make it possible to provide units for elderly 
persons at rents fully $20 a month less than those which must be charged under 
section 207, the regular FHA rental housing program. I do not need to remind 
my colleagues of the importance of such a saving to a family trying to make 
ends meet on social security or other modest retirement income. 

The administration pretends that the needs of elderly people can be met en- 
tirely through the regular FHA program. Now, of course, we are all proud of 
the FHA programs which have done so much in the field of housing. Certainly 
they can contribute a great deal in improving housing for the elderly. But it is 
a fact of life that the rents which must be charged in these projects, particularly 
in today’s tight money market, are far too high for those families whose housing 
needs are greatest. 

The administration also fears that we may make too much progress in meeting 
e housing needs of our colleges and universities. It also objects that this bill 
will help institutions of higher learning meet the pressing need for clas 
and scientific laboratories 


ronmn 

Mr. Speaker, the Nation can no longer regard higher 

elucation as a luxury It is now a necessity if this county is to maintain its 

preeminence in the fleld of science and technology If anything, we should be 
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One of the most unreasonable and most regrettable charges made in the veto 
message is the statement that the “authorizations of $900 million for urban 
renewal—telescoped into 2 years—are excessive.” The plain truth is that this 
is too little for the job that needs to be done. If there are any doubts upon this 
score, let me cite the expert opinion of the President’s own 1953 Advisory 
Committee. That group found that the cost of clearing slums would require a 
budget of $1.5 billion annually if the job is to be done in 10 years. Every 
American family has cause to regret that the administration has retreated so 
far from its early promises—now proved obviously insincere—which it held out 
in the field of housing. The urban renewal authorizations indicated in the 
Advisory Committee report are more than triple the amounts contained in this 
bill, and yet now we are told that even this modest amount is extravagant and 
unnecessary. The same report shows that if we accepted the administration's 
urban renewal proposals it would take more than 50 years just to clear the 
slums that are now standing without doing a thing to eliminate the units that 
would deteriorate into slums status in that time. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, the President apparently gives no weight whatever to 
the recommendations of the mayors and other local officials who know the 
grassroots needs. Thus the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the American Mu- 
nicipal Association, groups which represent virtually every metropolis and ham- 
let in our land, urged $600 million a year for a 10-year period as the rock- 
bottom minimum needed to maintain an effective urban renewal program. The 
administration’s proposals, which would have provided only $250 million a year, 
sealing down ultimately to a $200 million rate as part of a reduced Federal aid 
formula, are hopelessly inadequate. And indeed there are many of us who felt 
that the $450 million annual rate ($900 million for a 2-year period) in the vetoed 
bill was probably inadequate—certainly we felt that any lesser figure would 
be a betrayal of the objectives of the urban renewal program. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to fall into the trap of speaking only negatively 
in the manner that the veto message does. That message completely ignores the 
pasitive aspects of the urban renewal program. It ignores the fact that this 
great program is our main vehicle for eradicating slums and the disease, crime, 
and delinquency which they breed. Moreover, the funds authorized for urban 
renewal are actually investments. Experts tell us that for every dollar of public 
funds invested in urban renewal, approximately $5 in private funds are invested. 
Together these sums will make our cities better places to live and will in- 
evitably recapture their original cost through the expanded tax base they will 
create 

The President also objects to the additional authorization for federally aided 
low-rent public housing on the grounds that we now have a large number of 
units in the pipeline. This is, of course, a fact. But all of these units are to 
meet past demonstrated needs. If we are to continue our progress in the battle 
against slums, we must provide additional low-rent units 

As no matter of fact, | would like to know just what devices the administration 
is using to bottle up these units now in the pipeline. I strongly suspect that the 
complaints which we have heard from local authorities on the bureaucratic prob- 
lems Which they encounter in dealing with Washington have a good deal of merit 

In light of the administration's present inflexible « ppesiftion to w-rent hous 
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INDUSTRIAL UNION DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO, 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN BPARKM AN 
Chatrman, MOUsity SROCU GK, » oon j r ¢ ‘ 
Senate Odice Building, Washington, DA 


. 


Dean SENATOR SPARKMAN: The Industrial Union lepartment, AFL-CIO, on 
behalf of ith O7 milllon members, le deeply concerned lest Congres allow the 
resident’« veto of 8 S7 to stand We cannot urge too strongly that the Llousing 
Subcommittee of the Renate Tanking and Currency Committee recommend to 
(woerees the lnmeliate overriding of he resident's ill-considered reftuienl te 
sigh jute law this Vital pilewee of legisiation 

Barty in July, the Industrial Union Department sent a telegram to the Presi 
lent urging him to slen the housing bill of 1950. We informed the President 
that while we considered the bill “far from adequate for the needa of the 
American people,” the measure “meets your own requirements for budget balance 
and there is every humanitarian and welfare reason for your signature.” 

The President's answer to our telegram—and much more importantly to the 
housing needs of the American people-—was his veto message of July 7 in which 
be aaw fit to label the measure as “extravagant” and “inflationary.” 

We agree wholeheartedly with those Senators from both sides of the aisle who 
have termed the President's message “misleading” and “misinformed.” 

As AFL-CIO President George Meany pointed out in his testimony before your 
committee on July 28: “S. 57 is by no means a far-reaching bill. While we 
unhesitatingly support S. 57, we must in all candor state that it is a minimum 
bill.” 

There should be no question in the minds of Congress that this legislation 
evolved as a compromise. It must be remembered that many of the features of 
the original bill were drastically trimmed in an unsuccessful effort to avoid a 
veto. 

When finally passed by both Houses of Congress, the measure was considered 
little more than the absolute minimum needed to sustain a reasonable level of 
housing activity, to start decent dwellings for the worst housed segment of our 
population, and to permit the Nation’s cities to proceed with desperately needed 
slum clearance and urban renewal projects. The President's veto—if left 
unchallenged—blocks these minimum requirements. 

Once again waving the all too familiar banners of “budget balance” and 
“inflation fighting,” the administration has denied social improvements to the 
people—improvements that are justified from an economic view and demanded 
from a moral view. 

There is nothing “extravagant” or “inflationary” about the proposed housing 
bill of 1959. On the contrary, the measure is anti-inflationary and—as your 
committee has already estimated—its enactment would increase the fiscal 1960 
budget by only $28 million. 

“Inflation” has, unfortunately, become part of a new American word game. 
Its real meaning has been buried under its constant use as the final excuse for 
delaying any and all Federal action. 

The use of the word “inflation” to describe the housing bill is an excellent 
example of administrative subterfuge. Today, there is a heavy demand for 
public housing, urban renewal, college housing, and new private dwellings. The 
demand far exceeds present supply and has caused a marked increase in prices. 

As many witnesses before your committee have testified, the present “tight 
money” market has made many private lenders unwilling and unable to make 
low-interest, long-term loans. For the same reasons, private builders have not 
been constructing decent housing within the means of low-income families. 

The housing bill of 1959, if enacted, will make possible the construction of 
some 200,000 homes that would otherwise not be built. The bill will have an 
immediate impact on the annual rate of private housing starts—a rate that is 
now at 1.37 million units annually instead of a needed 2 million annual units 
and a rate that is expected to decline during the remainder of the year. 

During the past decade we have seen that when private housing starts to 
decline, dwelling prices increase; when private housing starts to increase, dwell- 
ing prices drop. Certainly, an increase in such housing starts cannot be termed 
“inflationary.” 

The proposed bill will also serve as a strong antirecessionary measure. Its 
enactment would provide an estimated 500,000 jobs at a time when 4.9 percent 
of the labor force remains jobless. Its urban renewal authorizations will 
help to stave off economic downturns. 
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appear on pages 749 to 751 of the hearings held on that bill in January 1959 by 


your committee 
Upon considering the events that have subsequently transpired, the National H 
it! i tadddtae f tlic veeews ae ‘ c I , ‘ ‘ ‘ : ary ‘he 
javtted to the fact that the improvement in the national economy then noted has 
continued to develop, reducing the need for aid in the form of Federal spending . ' 
Federal ald for housing should be confined to areas of proven need measured 
iwninet the backdrop of other demands for Federal assistance, These demands ns 
wrve to shape the total budget for present and future Federal expenditures re 
white? turn should be viewed in the light of meneurce appropriate to aafe Sul 
guard the valoe of the dollar and nourteh evetained growth of the economy an 
lwo provisions in the conference bill dealing with avoidance of foreclosure 
reyguire parthoula attention at thie time Mection lidia)d of B. OTF ae agreed 
1 n conference between the two Tlowees of the Congress would add a new " 
“then SW) te tithe IT of the National Tlowseing Act This would authorige the tha 
bewber liousing (vmmlesioner, “In bie discretion” to acquire an FHA loan An 
ineured wader tithe IL. tewether with the security for the loan, by lesuing deben an 
tures to the mortgagee, apen reewiving notice of default In any such mortgage 
overing a one to fourfamily residence. Buch a procedure should expromaly hor 
require the comment of the mortgagee, elee the mortgagee may be compelled to he 
scoept an inveluntay conversion of a mortgage contract into an lssue of deben 
! tures marketable only at a discount, if at all Mortgagees inatitute foreclosure ha 
proceedings only as a last resert: they do not welcome foreclosures with their 
accompanying costs, low potentials, and public relation irritants, Depending cv 
upon individual circumstances, the mortgagee may well be willing to give the ut 
mortgagor the time required to cure a default rather than make necessary the bi 
/ drain on FULA reserves caused by the lesuance of FIIA debentures. No reason 
H iypears why mortgagore alrendy receiving the advantage of liberal financing ev 
| under a Federal program should be afforded additional preferential treatinent th 
i} upon default, as compared with that available to mortgagors under conventional ve 
iH. mortgages with a higher average equity investment We believe this proposal 
i to be unwise tut if the Congress deems it necessary to spell out in the statute lit 
i pecific procedure allowing the Commissioner to take over the loan upon a mere ni 
H happening of an event of default of which the Commissioner is notified, the ™ 
i words “with the prior consent of the mortgagee” should be inserted before the sl 
words “may acquire” in the first sentence, ul 
| Section 114(b) of the conference bill would amend section 204(a) of the ‘ 
National Housing Act by authorizing the Federal Housing Commissioner to l 
Hi} extend the time for curing certain defaults in any one- to four-family residence y 
i mortgage insured under the act and to enter into an agreement with the mort- fr 
Hi gigee to include in debentures issued upon foreclosure any unpaid interest 
hh accruing after the agreement date. Obviously a moratorium on amortization bi 
payments under such a mortgage is of vital concern to mutual savings banks, c 
over 60 percent of whose assets are invested in mortgages. To the extent that b 
tt an inflow of amortized mortgage payments is decreased, the ability of such 
1 savings banks to pay interest to their depositors at competitive rates is impaired. I 
1 While savings banks are willing to make reasonable adjustments in mortgage d 
j payments in order to avoid foreclosures, sound management demands that the 
; savings bank itself have a voice in the extent to which these adjustments are © 
made. Any implication that the Federal Housing Commissioner is to be vested 
. with sole power to impose a moratorium on the payment of mortgages insured d 
by FHA would greatly detract from the desirability of such mortgages as a 
medium of investment for mutual savings banks. Informal views from con- : 
gressional sources indicate it was not intended that the Commissioner should 
exercise this power without first obtaining the consent of the mortgagee. To t 
clarify the provisions of the bill on this point, the words “but with the prior 
consent of the mortgagee,” should be inserted following the comma after the : 
. word “prescribe” in the proposed amendment to section 204(a). . 
: We trust that the committee will give consideration to these views. It is 
respectfully requested that they be included in the printed record of the hearings 
to be held in connection with the message of the President in explaining his 
reasons for vetoing S. 57. 


. Sincerely yours, | 


GRovEeR W. ENSLEY, 
/ Ezvecutive Vice President. 
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Perhaps even more important, passage of the bill is needed to provide decent 
homes for our Nation’s people. It has been conservatively estimated that some 
17 million Americans now live in slums beyond repair and that additional mil- 
lions reside in substandard housing. 

According to U.S. Census Bureau estimates, some one-quarter of the country’s 
housing—13 million dwellings—is substandard and in need of replacement or 
rehabilitation. Based on these statistics, if the annual rate of housing starts 
should remain at its present level and there is no additional need, it will take us 
another 10 years to correct our present problem. 

We of industrial labor are also deeply concerned with the inability of workers 
and their families to afford those dwellings that are now on the market. Last 
year, the National Housing Conference reported that only one-fourth of all 
families could afford to purchase even the cheapest three-bedroom home. Ac- 
cording to the NHC Yearbook, the median price for a cheap three-bedroom home 
in 29 cities at the end of 1957 was $10,990. The NHC estimates that to afford 
this home, a family should have an annual income of $6,400. 

Today, even with the average manufacturing wage at the record high of 
slightly over $90 a week, if the manufacturing worker were employed 52 weeks 
a year, he would still be unable to meet this income requirement by some $1,700. 

During the current steel strike, that industry has made much of its $3.10 
average hourly wage. Last year, however, two-thirds of all steelworkers failed 
to earn $6,000. For these workers, the home described by the National Housing 
Conference is also out of reach. 

Without legislation aimed at correcting the Nation’s housing problems, it 
seems clear that dwelling prices will not decrease—they will continue to mount. 
Last year, the New York City Planning Commission studied 17 counties in the 
Greater New York area. It found that the median value of a one-family home 
had increased from $12,800 in 1950 to $16,300 in 1956. There is no indication 
that this trend will be reversed. 

The housing bill of 1959 does not provide all the answers to the. serious prob- 
lem of inadequate and unaccessible dwelling space, but it does mark a step in the 
right direction. There can be little question that its passage would result in 
more homes—at better prices—for the American worker. 

As AFL-CIO President Meany explained in his testimony—and the IUD 
concurs fully with his entire statement—there are many other pressing reasons 
for the overriding of the President’s veto. 

The Public Housing Administration already has applications from some 400 
cities for 2,500 units more than the 45,000 low-rent public housing units author- 
ized under the bill. 

Over 130 cities and towns throughout the country have already requested 
$272.2 million in urban renewal grants to help them eliminate the urban blight 
that is a disgrace to the Nation. This request represents more than one-fourth 
of the housing bill’s total 2-vear authorization. Without this needed Federal! 
aid, the Government will have failed miserably to live up to its past promises to 
the communities so anxious to turn the tide of city decay. 

The Industrial Union Department is convinced that one of this Nation’s most 
crying needs lies in the field of better housing for the American people. We 
have recognized since the opening of this Congress that you and your com- 
mittee have consistently battled to secure necessary housing legislation. 

If the President’s veto of the compromise housing bill of 1959 is permitted to 
stand, the best interests of our country will have been denied. Congress faces 
no alternative but to override this indefensible veto and thereby improve the 
welfare of every American family. 

We join with AFL-CIO President Meany in commending your efforts as 
chairman of the Housing Subcommittee to provide our Nation with better 
housing. We request that this letter be included in the record of your com- 
mittee’s present hearings. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT WHITEHOUSE, Director. 


SPEECH ON THE Hovstnc Brit Veto By CONGRESSMAN ALBERT RAINS (DEMOCRAT, 
or ALABAMA), CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING 


Mr. Speaker, July 7 will go down as “Black Tuesday” in the history of housing 
legislation. That was the day that the administration condemned the housing 
hopes of hundreds of thousands of American families. That was the day the 
administration said that the Congress was planning to do too much toward elimi- 
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nating slums. That was the day the administration dealt a cruel blow to the 
outlook for an expanding and healthy home building industry. That was the 
day when the administration said that elderly families and others of low income 
should wait a little longer for decent housing. The President’s veto of the housing 
bill makes it perfectly clear that this “little longer” that we must wait means 
the length of time that the present administration occupies the White House— 
unless we can muster the necessary two-thirds to override his misguided veto. 

Back in 1953 when this administration first took office we were assured that 
it would support the successful Democratic programs to provide better housing for 
America. The President established an advisory committee to study our housing 
needs and this committee made a number of important recommendations. Now, 
however, it has become clear that the administration has turned its back on those 
recommendations and has renounced the basic goal of our national housing policy 
which is to create a decent home in a decent environment for every American 
family. Today their position is one of blind opposition and obstinate heel- 
dragging. 

Mr. Speaker, the general housing bill which we sent to the White House was 
the final product of over a year of careful deliberation and study by the Congress. 
It was a measure which had been compromised more than many of us had wished. 
But despite our efforts to devise a reasonable bill it has been returned unsigned 
and we have been rebuffed by an accompanying message which makes intemperate 
and inaccurate criticisms and which preaches and dictates to the Congress on its 
responsibilities. 

Mr. Speaker, I was frankly appalled at the bickering, partisan tone of the veto 
message. It is a document unworthy of the prestige and stature of the highest 
office in our land. I think the President’s advisers who concocted its innuendoes, 
its half-truths, and its deceitful disdain of truth and logic should hang their 
heads in shame. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to review that veto message and point out some of the 
errors and misconceptions it contains. I say “some” because it would take days to 
cover thoroughly all of its errors of commission and omission. 

The President charges that “the bill is extravagant and much of the spending 
it authorizes is unnecessary.” I am certain that the majority of my colleagues are 
familiar with the real facts of this bill. The total authorization contained in the 
bill is $1.875 billion, a compromise which is far below the $2.7 billion contained in 
the original Senate version and the $2.1 billion authorized in the original House 
version. In fact, it is substantially below the $1.8 billion in the administration’s 
own proposed housing legislation. 

If this bill becomes law, the total impact on the budget in fiscal 1960 would be 
approximately $69 million, less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total $77 billion 
budget. This is scarcely an extravagant amount to meet one of our Nation’s most 
pressing problems. 

I would also like to try and clarify the pricetag which the President has 
placed on this bill. He has said that the bill authorizes $2.2 billion, although 
there is no explanation of how this figure was arrived at. ft apparently was 
reached by adding to the new authorizations in the bill the annual contributions 
which could be paid on the 45,000 units of federally aided low-rent housing 
authorized by the bill. May I remind my colleagues that these annual contri- 
butions are not a new authorization. They were originally contained in the 
Wagner-Ellender-Taft Housing Act of 1949, and all that the present housing 
act does is to reinstate a portion of that original authorization. Moreover, the 
actual payment of these funds would not begin for some time and then would be 
stretched out over a period of 40 years at a rate of something like $20 million 
a year. 

The opponents of this bill delight in adding up the amounts which would be 
spent over a period of years and lumping them together in a single amount as 
though it was all to be spent at once. This is obviously a fallacious approach 
and one which is not taken on other bills. When the President submits his 
budget and asks for so much money to run the White House or the Department 
of Commerce, nobody multiples that figure by 6 years or 40 years and says 
that this is what they are asking for. It would not make sense on those bills, 
and it does not make sense on the housing bill. If anyone still has any doubts 
about the phoniness and hypocrisy of this approach, let me remind them that 
when the President requested a 2-year authorization for 70,000 low-rent housing 
units in 1956, no cost estimate for this request appeared in his total of new 
obligational authority. 
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One of the most unreasonable and most regrettable charges made in the veto 
message is the statement that the “authorizations of $900 million for urban 
renewal—telescoped into 2 years—are excessive.” The plain truth is that this 
is too little for the job that needs to be done. If there are any doubts upon this 
score, let me cite the expert opinion of the President’s own 1953 Advisory 
Committee. That group found that the cost of clearing slums would require a 
budget of $1.5 billion annually if the job is to be done in 10 years. Every 
American family has cause to regret that the administration has retreated so 
far from its early promises—now proved obviously insincere—which it held out 
in the field of housing. The urban renewal authorizations indicated in the 
Advisory Committee report are more than triple the amounts contained in this 
bill, and yet now we are told that even this modest amount is extravagant and 
unnecessary. The same report shows that if we accepted the administration’s 
urban renewal proposals it would take more than 50 years just to clear the 
slums that are now standing without doing a thing to eliminate the units that 
would deteriorate into slums status in that time. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, the President apparently gives no weight whatever to 
the recommendations of the mayors and other local officials who know the 
grassroots needs. Thus the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the American Mv- 
nicipal Association, groups which represent virtually every metropolis and ham- 
let in our land, urged $600 million a year for a 10-year period as the rock- 
bottom minimum needed to maintain an effective urban renewal program. The 
administration’s proposals, which would have provided only $250 million a year, 
sealing down ultimately to a $200 million rate as part of a reduced Federal aid 
formula, are hopelessly inadequate. And indeed there are many of us who felt 
that the $450 million annual rate ($900 million for a 2-year period) in the vetoed 
bill was probably inadequate—certainly we felt that any lesser figure would 
be a betrayal of the objectives of the urban renewal program. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to fall into the trap of speaking only negatively 
in the manner that the veto message does. That message completely ignores the 
pasitive aspects of the urban renewal program. It ignores the fact that this 
great program is our main vehicle for eradicating slums and the disease, crime, 
and delinquency which they breed. Moreover, the funds authorized for urban 
renewal are actually investments. Experts tell us that for every dollar of public 
funds invested in urban renewal, approximately $5 in private funds are invested. 
Together these sums will make our cities better places to live and will in- 
evitably recapture their original cost through the expanded tax base they will 
create. 

The President also objects to the additional authorization for federally aided 
low-rent public housing on the grounds that we now have a large number of 
units in the pipeline. This is, of course, a fact. But all of these units are to 
meet past demonstrated needs. If we are to continue our progress in the battle 
against slums, we must provide additional low-rent units. 

As 2 matter of fact, I would like to know just what devices the administration 
is using to bottle up these units now in the pipeline. I strongly suspect that the 
complaints which we have heard from local authorities on the bureaucratic prob- 
lems which they encounter in dealing with Washington have a good deal of merit. 

In light of the administration's present inflexible opposition to low-rent hous- 
ing, it may seem strange that 5 years ago the President himself requested a 
4-year authorization for public housing. At that time there were more than 
100,000 of these low-rent units in the pipeline. But it is only now that this 
normal feature of the program is raised as an objection. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, the message attempts to mislead the people on the facts of 
the low-rent housing program. It claims that the units now authorized but not 
yet built fulfill all needs and make further authorization unnecessary. Is it 
possible that the President’s housing advisers have hidden the fact that the 
Public Housing Administration now has on hand applications for nearly 60,000 
low-rent units? These are not units now in the pipeline. They are awaiting 
additional authorization from the Congress. If this bill does not become law, 
they will continue to sit there at the PHA, and the local housing programs which 
they represent will be blocked. The slum units which they would have replaced 
will continue to exact their toll of hnman misery. Surely the President could 
not have said that we do not need additional low-rent units if he had been told 
these facts. 

The administration itself provided the Subcommittee on Housing with data 
showing that urban renewal, highway construction and other Government action 
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will displace a total of 248,000 families in a 3-year period, and that half of these 


S. 57 


families—122,700 to be exact—would be eligible for low-rent public housing. 
This is an annual rate of more than 35,000 of these priority families alone. In 
additional to these evicted families for Whom the Government has a special obli- 
gation, there is the additional need to provide at least some hope to the many 
unfortunate families now living in slums for whom low-rent housing holds out 
the only opportunity they have in the foreseeable future of a decent home in 
which to live and raise their children. Were these facts also hidden from the 
President? 

Coupled with these misstatements of the need for low-rent housing is the 
false claim that the bill would immediately authorize 190,000 more units. The 
fact is that this bill authorizes 45,000 additional units. Beyond that, begin- 
ning in fiscal 1961 the President would have the power to authorize up to 35,000 
units a year if he decided that this was in the public interest, until the original 
dollar limitation in the Housing Act of 1949 was used up. Now, note that these 
additional units can be built only if they are authorized by the President. Ap- 
parently the President does not share the confidence of the Congress in the wis- 
dom of the American voter. 

Mr. Speaker, urban renewal and low-rent housing are inseparable. Any time a 
government evicts a family from its home for whatever purpose—slum clearance, 
highways, or other programs—it has a special responsibility to that family. 
Clearly thousands and thousands of these families are in the lowest income 
bracket and are unable to find decent private housing which they can afford. 
What are the alternatives to low-rent housing? The fact is that there is only one 
alternative. If slums are torn down, families of lowest incomes will be driven to 
other blighted areas. If Congress were to accept the administration’s halfway 
urban renewal program and provide only for tearing down slums without pro- 
viding for the rehousing of displaced families, it would make a mockery of the 
national housing policy established in the Housing Act of 1949. We would do 
better to call it the slum relocation program. However, both Houses of Con- 
gress have made it clear that we have no intention of enacting only half an 
irban renewal program. Nor do we have any intention of abandoning our 
sympathy and compassion for the unfortunate poor whom the administration 
would condemn to a never-ending life in the sordid squalor of our slums. 

The administration also objects to our effort to provide housing for elderly 
families at rents which they can afford. The Housing Act would authorize a 
program of direct loans which would make it possible to provide units for elderly 
persons at rents fully $20 a month less than those which must be charged under 
section 207, the regular FHA rental housing program. I do not need to remind 
my colleagues of the importance of such a saving to a family trying to make 
ends meet on social security or other modest retirement income. 

The administration pretends that the needs of elderly people can be met en- 
tirely through the regular FHA program. Now, of course, we are all proud of 


the FHA programs which have done so much in the field of housing. Certainly 
they can contribute a great deal in improving housing for the elderly. But it is 


afact of life that the rents which must be charged in these projects, particularly 
in today’s tight money market, are far too high for those families whose housing 
needs are greatest. 

The administration also fears that we may make too much progress in meeting 
the housing needs of our colleges and universities. It also objects that this bill 
will help institutions of higher learning meet the pressing need for classrooms 
and scientific laboratories. Mr. Speaker, the Nation can no longer regard higher 
education as a luxury. It is now a necessity if this county is to maintain its 
preeminence in the field of science and technology. If anything, we should be 
concerned about whether we are doing enough in this field. Let us not forget 
the unmistakable warnings of the sputniks. 

The second charge which the President makes against the bill is that it is in- 
fationary. Personally, I am as strongly opposed to inflation as anyone can be. 
Mr. Speaker, this charge is preposterous. As I have said before, the actual 
impact of the Housing Act on the 1960 budget amounts to less than one-tenth of 
lpercent of the total. Certainly the American people can see through this false 
charge. Less than $1 out of every $1,000 which the Government would spend this 
year would go to improve our housing conditions, and this dollar is singled out 
as the villain which would bring about ruinous inflation. This simply does not 
make sense. The administration’s charge is even more ludicrous when the bill’s 
actual expenditures—$69 million in this fiscal year—are related to our economy 
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with a gross national product fast approaching $500 billion or one-half trillion 
dollars. 

The fact is that if there is a real danger of inflation in housing today it is 
because of the pent-up pressure of home buying demands. We must not lose 
sight of the fact that in 1956, 1957, and most of 1958, new home production in 
this country declined steadily under the impact of the administration’s tight 
money policies. It is apparent that during this period the demand for housing 
Was not being fully met. As a result, when the Congress passed the Emergency 
Housing Act in March 1958—during the darkest days of the recession—it gave a 
tremendous boost to homebuilding, and housing starts rose by more than 50 per- 
cent during 1959. 

The latest ficures on homebuilding show that current levels of activity are 
still high. However, they are below the peak rates reached in 1950 and again 
in 1955, and they are below the levels of last fall. Clearly there is still slack 
in the industry. 

Morever, we must not lose sight of the fact that homebuilding is a long and 
complex process. The start of construction actually is a fairly late stage in this 
process. Long before the builder can pour a footing, he must have assembled 
the land and put in improvements, drawn up his plans, decided on the design of 
a house, and perhaps most important of all, he must have arranged his financing, 
Here is the real clue for the outlook for housing starts. 

Remember that between the beginning of 1955 and the beginning of 1958, 
the annual rate of new home production fell by over 500,000 units because of 
high interest rates and tight money. Now look at the situation today. Interest 
rates are even higher than before, and it is clear that the mortgage market is 
becoming tighter every day. I have heard reports that FHA-insured home 
mortgages in a growing number of areas carry discounts of 7 or 8 points. Heavy 
discounts still accompany GI home loans in many areas in spite of the recent 
increase in the interest rate. 

Builders simply cannot maintain volume production when lenders demand 
these heavy discounts. Right now there is still a backlog of financing commit- 
ments outstanding which was built up last year. This includes some commit- 
ments outstanding under the FNMA special assistance program authorized by 
the Emergency Housing Act last year. This backlog of financing commitments 
may carry housing starts at about their current rate for some months to come. 
Beyond that, however, the industry is faced with the same bleak prospect it 
had back in 1955 when the administration tightened up on money and credit. 

When housing starts decline, the administration will undoubtedly regard 
this development as a blow against inflation. But I hold no brief for the scarcity 
school of economics which maintains that the way to fight inflation is to restrict 
production. There is a tremendous demand for better housing in this country 
and we will be far better off if we shape our policies to meet that demand 
instead of policies designed to cut production, which also inevitably cut down 
on jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, the extremely small amount of actual budget expenditure which 
this bill will produce in fiscal 1960, plus the prospect that homebuilding will 
decline, make it obvious that the administration’s cries that this bill would be 
inflationary do not apply to the present fiscal year. Let us turn then to the 
longer-term aspect and see if this bill will create an inflationary danger for 
the future. 

By now everyone has been made aware of the fact that the $900 million 
authorized for urban renewal in the next 2 years would not result in actual 
outlays for several years to come. The administration itself has estimated 
that the original house bill which authorized $1.5 billion for urban renewal 
would increase outlays for fiscal 19683—3 years from now—by only a little over 
$100 million. To be exact their estimate based on the $1.5 billion in the original 
House version was $127.5 million. 

Obviously this is a substantial sum, though it is still not enough by any 
means to do the job that needs to be done. But since the administration com- 
pletely ignores the job that needs to be done and looks only at the Treasury's 
financial statements for guidance, let me meet them on their own grounds. 

The administration is somehow trying to say that that $127 million whic 
may be spent for urban renewal grants in 1963 will upset the present budget for 
fiscal 1960. This, of course, is nonsense. Let us take a look at the budget 
prospects for 1963. 

At this point, I would like to commend the Committee for Economic De 
velopment for a very enlightening study entitled, “Trends in Public Expendi- 
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tures in the Next Decade.” This highly regarded businessman’s group has 
made a careful study of the outlook for economic growth and Federal revenues. 
They point out that the normal growth of our country will produce an addi- 
tional $3 billion in Federal revenue each and every year. Thus, at present 
tax rates and assuming average growth, the Treasury would receive a total of 
$87.4 billion in fiscal 1963. This is fully $10 billion more than is expected in 
the current fiscal year. Also, the Committee for Economic Development esti- 
mates that in 1963 our gross national product will be $538 billion, a gain of 
over $60 billion from the current rate. 

Now I have only taken a 3-year period for this comparison. Our growth in 
the years beyond 1963, measured in absolute terms, will become even greater. 
The Committee for Economic Development points out that if we do nothing to 
reduce tax rates between now and 1968, total Federal revenues in that year 
can be expected to reach $105 billion—$30 billion more than in fiscal 1960. 
And this assumes constant prices I am told. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to insert at this point in the record 
the projected figures of the Committee for Economic Development : 


Projections of gross national product and Federal revenues, 1958-68 
{Billions of dollars} 


Gross Federal 
national revenues 2 
product ! 


1957 (actual) 432 | 
1958 (actual) 435 
1959 


‘BS> 


> 


Aurwwnwnoro 


= 


1 The economy is assumed to regain high employment by the end of fiscal 1960 and to grow at 3 percent 
annual rate thereafter. 
? Assumes no change from present tax rates. 


Source: ‘‘Trends in Public Expenditures in the Next Decade,’’ Committee for Economic Development. 


It is typical of the limited vision of the administration that they feel the 
modest dollar amounts contained in this bill spread over so many years will 
bring ruination to our great country. The fact is that we can expect tremen- 
dous growth in the years ahead and it is essential that we plan now so that 
some of the growth can be applied to the critical problems of urban blight and 
substandard housing. It is tragic that slums still exist in America today and 
it would be a disgrace if they were permitted to continue into the even greater 
America of tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to no man in opposing inflation. The plain truth, how- 
ever, is that the vetoed housing bill would pose no inflationary threat whatever, 
either in the immediate present or in future years. The administration and 
the Congress are both against inflation. But only the Congress apparently is 
for the housing legislation the American people need and ultimately will have. 

A third charge which the President makes against the housing bill is that it 
“would tend to substitute Federal spending for private investment.” Mr. 
Speaker, I am amused at the wording of this charge. From that phrase “tend 
to” I gather that the administration itself feels no confidence in this false 
claim. I note also that a Government loan is called spending while a private 
loan is called investment. Once again the President has closed his eyes to the 
facts. 

The veto message attacks the FNMA provisions of the bill on several points. 
For one thing it objects to the requirement that FNMA pays 100 cents to the 
dollar when it buys FHA and VA mortgages under its special assistance func- 
tions. To me it is an eminently reasonable requirement. These funds are used 
only-for those programs such as military family housing, disaster housing, urban 
renewal and cooperative housing, where it has been determined that private 
financing is not adequate and special aid is needed. 
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The President also objects to the limited authority which would be given to 
FNMA to make loans secured by FHA and VA mortgages. The Congress made 
it perfectly clear that this authority was to be used only to supplement and not 
to replace private financing. If there is any doubt on that, let me quote from 
the statement of the managers on the conference report: 

“In connection with section 305(d) of the conference substitute, which au- 
thorizes FNMA to make loans on pledged mortgages under certain conditions, 
the conferees wish to express their understanding that FNMA will undertake 
this new function only in areas where financing for mortgage warehousing 
operations and interim financing arrangements is clearly not available on 
reasonable terms and conditions.” 

Again the President and his advisers have plainly decided to ignore the facts. 

The President also objects to the urgently needed provisions for college hous- 
ing and college classroom loans. According to the veto message these loans 
are made at subsidized interest rates. Actually, the formula used to determine 
the cost of these loans is the formula in use right now—and is not changed in 
the bill—which sets the interest rate at a cost to the Treasury on all outstanding 
obligations in the Federal debt plus one-quarter of 1 percent. Since this insures 
that these loans cannot be made at an interest cost less than that which the 
Treasury is paying, I fail to see that this is a subsidy. Even if it were, I do 
not see that that would be a serious objection to this vital program. In fact 
the administration itself has requested legislation which would authorize the 
direct payment of Federal grants (not loans) for college housing, academic, and 
related educational facilities, amounting to 25 percent of the cost, up to $500 
million over a 20-year period. This proposal, however, has met with vigorous 
objections from university presidents throughout the country who 
prefer the present loan program. 

The fourth attack made on the housing bill is that it places needless limi- 
tations on the FHA program. By this the administration means that we should 
give the FHA completely unlimited insurance authority and set it free from con- 
gressional control on the volume of its operations. I feel certain that the Con- 
gress will never accept this. It is completely reasonable for the Congress to 
continue its review and scrutiny of the level of FHA operations. Apparently 
the President’s advisers want the Congress to legislate itself out of existence— 
this is the highest effrontery, Mr. Speaker. 

The President charges that failure to remove this ceiling continnes the FHA 
programs on what he calls an uncertain hand-to-mouth basis. This problem 
has arisen entirely through the fault of the administration. It began last 
year while Congress was still in session and had under consideration the housing 
bill. A rapid increase in the use of FHA insurance began to eat up its authori- 
zation, but the administration refused to make this known to the Congress 
because it feared, and rightly so, that this would add one more to the many 
good reasons for passing that housing bill. Therefore the Housing Agency 
kept silent and watched FHA’s unused authorization dwindle instead of com- 
ing to the Congress as it should have to request the additional authorization 
which it needed. There is no doubt in anyone’s mind that we would have been 
perfectly willing at that point to provide the extra authorization needed. 
Shortly after that session of Congress ended, the FHA was forced to institute 
a highly questionable procedure of using agreements to insure rather than 
true commitments as a device to conserve its authorization. It is a sad com- 
mentary on the prestige of our Government when we find one of its important 
agencies engaged in what is essentially a “check-kiting™” operation. 

Since that time we have had considerable difficulty in getting the Housing 
Agency to give us a candid appraisal of FHA’s situation. Ever since last 
winter we have been told that FHA’s insurance authorization is virtually ex- 
hausted, only to learn time after time that it can continue another month or 
two without further legislation. The administration is still trying to obscure 
the facts from the Congress because it will point up the urgency of the Housing 
Act. Right now I am told the FHA has somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$4.5 billion of agreements to insure outstanding, and only a little more than 
$1 billion of unused insurance authorization. 

The time of reckoning is coming very close. The thousands of new homes 
started under FHA this spring are now being completed and the FHA is being 
forced to honor its agreements by actually insuring the mortgage, thus making 
it a charge against the authorization. 

Mr. Speaker. I say again that this instance of uncertain hand-to-month opera- 
tion is due solely to the administration’s lack of cander in dealing with the 
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Congress. We have already sent to the President a housing bill which would 
hive ended this uncertainty by authorizing an additional $10 billion for FHA 
insurance, This the President rejected. 

The President also objects that some of the improvements which the bill 
would make in FHA programs would impair FHA’s soundness. This is the 
charge that has been levied against every advance in home financing and mort- 
gage lending practices since the 1930's. In spite of them, the record of: FHA 
and VA is one which we can all be proud of. Altogether, the Government 
has been called on to pay out on its insurance and guarantees on only about 
one-half of 1 percent of the home loans it has insured or guaranteed. The 
foreclosure rate has been truly negligible. 

Naturally the lower downpayments and longer terms provided for in the 
housing bill are only permissive authority. Borrowers still must meet the 
standards prescribed by FHA and private lenders in obtaining their loans. 
But apparently the administration has no confidence in the ability of either 
private lenders or its own agencies to administer these benefits. 

The fifth charge which the President makes against the bill is as unjustified 
and fanciful as the rest. We are told that the bill contains provisions which 
are discriminatory and unfair. In particular, the veto message complains that 
the provision in the bill which prohibits rationing of urban renewal funds 
means that only large cities would benefit. This is completely false. If there 
was ever a time when it was expected that large cities had an advantage over 
smaller cities in urban renewal grant funds, it was in the early days of the 
program. At that time it might have been argued that larger cities were in 
a position to make early application. The record proves that this did not 
happen. So far, 386 communities, large and small, have undertaken urban 
renewal projects. Moreover, the Housing and Home Finance Agency now has 
the staff and experience to aid smaller communities to make application and 
receive the benefits of this program. 

fhe hypocrisy of this last charge is emphasized by the next claim which the 

dministration makes. The bill allows cities to get credit for local improve- 
ments built up to 5 years before the commencement of the urban renewal project. 
The administration would have put in a provision that these improvements must 
conform to a previously approved community renewal program. Now this 
community renewal program is a provision requested by the administration 
which is also contained in the bill. It provides financial assistance for com 
munitywide planning. Because it is a new program, it will take some time for 
these plans to be improved. The real significance of the administration’s 
insistence on this provision, however, is the fact that community renewal 
programs would be undertaken only by large cities. Smatler cities with simpler 

planning problems would not need to come under this new program. As a 
result, the administration’s provision would mean that only large cities would 
get the benefit of being able to receive credit for improvements built prior to 
aprpoval of the urban renewal project. I am happy to say that the Congress 
rejected this discriminatory provision of the administration’s program, and the 
bill as it went to the White House would benefit all cities, large and small alike. 

The veto message also seems to object to the whole idea of noncash grants-in- 
aid and points out that the local cash contribution so far has averaged only 
about 14 percent of slum clearance costs. The fact is that provision for noncash 
grants-in-aid is by no means new. It was in the original Housing Act of 1949. 
Actually, there is no real difference whether a community meets its share of the 
cost with actual cash or if it invests that money in local improvements and then 
gets credit for these toward its urban renewal costs. 

Mr. Speaker, that ends the list of charges made by the administration against 
this housing bill. I wish to apologize if I seem to have taken a substantial 
amount of time to answer these charges, but I felt that it was important to point 
out the misconceptions and distortions item by item. Every single charge which 
the veto message makes against this housing bill is unwarranted. This should 
not be surprising. The housing bill which was sent to the President is the result 
of more than a year of intensive work and study by the Congress. The commit- 
tees on both sides of the Hill charged with the responsibility of bringing housing 
legislation before the Congress have heard testimony representing every point of 
view on the provisions of the bill. We have carefully weighed every considera- 
tion and alternative. In contrast, the veto message is a hastily drawn document 
of half-truths and irrelevant claims. 
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Mr. Speaker, I do not share the administration's enjoyment in merely opposing 
for opposition’s sake. Because so much of the administration’s policy on hous- 
ing and slum clearance comes from sources such as the Budget Bureau, which 
has no knowledge or responsibility in these fields, the attacks on the housing 
bill expressed in the veto message and by statements of administration leaders 
have completely ignored the substance of this housing bill. Usually they try to 
treat jt as though it were simply a bill to spend money without accomplishing 
a thing. 

This negative attitude of the administration shows up clearly in the six-point 
proposal for housing legislation contained in the veto message. Except for the 
suggestion that we remove completely the ceiling on FHA authority and extend 
expiring programs, the message recommends only a token continuation of the 
urban renewal and college housing programs. Typically, it also gives equal 
priority to the recommendation that the statutory interest rate ceilings be raised 
for FHA-insured loans to finance rental and cooperative housing. That is one 
of the certainties in an uncertain world—we can always be sure that any admin- 
istration housing bill will have at least several provisions seeking higher interest 
rates. 

It appears that the President’s advisers have tried to dig down to the very 
minimum of legislation which they think that they can get away with and an- 
nounce this as their housing program. If the Congress merely adopted these six 
points we would rightly open ourselves to the charge of abject capitulation to 
the special interests who oppose every attempt to meet our national housing 
needs. 

Last year the will of the American people was thwarted by the defeat of the 
general housing bill. Because of implacable administration opposition, we were 
unable to marshal sufficient votes to achieve passage. But I would remind my 
distinguished colleagues that we did not fail by much. The fact is we fell only 
six votes short of getting the two-thirds necessary to pass the bill under the 
suspension of rules. 

Mr. Speaker, apparently the administration is trying to outwait the Congress 
on housing legislation. It is showing itself to be completely callous to the 
tremendous backlogs which are building up under our housing programs. Let 
me point out a few of the effects of the administration’s time-consuming opposi- 
tion to this housing bill. 

The Urban Renewal Administration now has on hand applications for $272 
million of capital grants. In addition to this, a survey by the American Mu- 
nicipal Association and the U.S. Conference of Mayors shows that applications 
for at least $238 million more are now ready for submission when additional 
eapital grant funds become available. All together this is a backlog of at least 
$510 million in the urban renewal program. It appears that the administration 
will not even accept sufficient authorization to meet this backlog, let alone enough 
funds for this great program to go ahead. 

The Community Facilities Administration now has on hand applications for 
college housing loans amounting to $181 million. That agency has issued what 
it calls contingent reservations of funds for $140 million of this amount. These 
contingent reservation of funds state that when and if additional authorization 
is granted, CFA will make the loan. Meanwhile. our colleges and universities 
are forced to mark time and defer construction of this greatly needed housing. 
I would like to point out that here again the administration’s request for ad- 
ditional authorization would do little more than meet this backlog without 
any provision for future applications. 

The Public Housing Administration now has on hand applications for nearly 
60,000 low-rent public housing units. This fact completely negates the Presi- 
dent’s contention that the units now in the pipeline will meet all future needs. 
But again the administration ignores the facts of our housing problems and has 
not requested even a single unit to meet the needs of our lowest income families. 

The Federal Housing Administration has been issuing agreements to insure 
since last October. These agreements tell a builder that if FHA has any 
unused authorization when the mortgage is ready for signing, then FHA will 
insure it. Although these agreements to insure are not actual commitments, 
thousands of builders throughout the country have gone ahead on the strength 
of this assurance and started homes with the intention of selling them under 
the FHA plan. Right now the FHA has outstanding the staggering total of 
$4.5 billion of these agreements to insure. But at this moment it has available 
to it the insurance authorization to meet only about one-quarter of that total. 
If the FHA does not honor these agreements to insure when they become due, 
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1 feel that it will smack strongly of dealing in bad faith on the part of the 
Federal Government. This housing bill would have solved that by granting 
FHA an additional $10 billion of authorization. But in spite of this threatening 
cloud hanging over FHA, the President has seen fit to tear up the housing bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the veto of this housing bill was an irresponsible action, and 
particularly in the case of FHA, it is a dangerous gamble. Now after criticizing 
and lecturing the Congress in his veto message, the President looks to us to 
bail him out of the difficult position in which he has placed himself and his 
administration. I frankly am hopeful that the way Congress will bail him out 
will be by overriding his veto. 

I am glad to see that full-dress hearings are underway in the other body on 
the veto message. I am confident that these hearings will expose the fallacies 
of the administration’s objections to our bill in all their naked clarity. 

I am confident also that the inevitable conclusion of that hearing will be that 
the vetoed housing bill is the very minimum in the way of housing legislation 
which the majority of Congress and all America is clamoring for. With this 
conclusion inevitable in my judgment, we should see a final decision to recom- 
mend that the Senate attempt to override the veto. As a Senate-originated bill, 
of course any override attempt must start in that body. 

Mr. Speaker, a vote to override the veto will be a vote to reassert the primary 
responsibility which the Congress has to write the legislation for this country. 
Such a vote will state flatly that we will not accept dictation from the Whit¢ 
House. But it will be something far more important than just that. It will be 
a vote to revitalize our housing programs. It will be a vote to put into action 
many important features contained in that bill. 

There are four great objectives sought by our bill. 

First, it will help us maintain an effective fight against the disgraceful slum 
problem which afflicts most of our urban centers, large and small. 

Second, it has special measures to help meet the housing needs of our lowest 
income families. 

Third, it will unquestionably maintain a healthy construction industry and 
ward off a threatening slump in homebuilding later this year. 

And fourth, it has numerous provisions which are designed to achieve better 
housing generally for our people by improving the various sales and rental 
housing programs of the FHA, by stimulating more cooperative housing, by pro- 
viding for the first time housing which our senior citizens can afford, by setting 
up a new program to stimulate the construction of needed nursing homes, by 
continuing the vitally needed college housing loan program, by extending and 
improving our programs to provide better housing in rural areas, and by improv- 
ing the military housing program so essential to our national security. 

Title I of the bill would make a great many major improvements in the FHA 
program, including some changes which the administration itself concedes are 
needed. The bill would liberalize the FHA home ownership program by lower- 
ing required downpayments and by permitting a longer repayment period. These 
changes will make it possible for more families to achieve the goal of home 
ownership and will also make it possible for them to acquire the homes that 
are best suited to their needs, particularly in the case of large families. 

The bill would also permit FHA to insure home mortgages up to $22,500 in 
place of the $20,000 present limit. This will also benefit larger families and those 
in high-cost areas. The programs of rental and cooperative housing under FHA 
would also benefit from more liberal mortgage ceilings and other improving 
amendments. 

Taken together, these provisions, in my judgment, will at least help prevent 
housing production from falling below current rates. Without their support I 
am fearful that a serious decline in housing construction may set in as the 
hard money policy begins to bite into the economy. 

Title I of the bill would also facilitate trade-in home financing to help home 
buyers use the equity they have in their present homes. This new procedure. 
which is eagerly sought by the homebuilding and real estate industries, would 
cut out the duplication of closing costs which presently inhibits trade-in ar- 
rangements. 

Another important amendment would set up a new program of FHA loan 
insurance to encourage the construction of private nursing homes. One of 
the most serious problems facing sponsors of proprietary nursing homes is the 
difficulty of obtaining financing on reasonable terms, a difficulty which the bill 
would seek to remedy. 
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One of the most worthwhile features of the housing bill is the provision de- 
signed to avoid unnecessary foreclosures on FHA home loans. This would be 
done by permitting the inclusion of unpaid interest in the FHA debentures 
which are issued in the case of foreclosure. Such authority, already granted 
in the GI program, will encourage lenders to exercise forebearance when de- 
fault occurs. In addition, the bill authorizes the FHA Commissioner as a last 
resort to take over the loan when the lender is either unwilling or unable to 
cooperate in curing the default. Similar authority has existed in the GI loan 
program since its inception. I would like to emphasize that both of these meas- 
ures are discretionary rather than mandatory. The recession which began 
in 1957 highlighted the need for authority of this sort under the FHA program 
to save the homes of those who are hit by temporary unemployment and who, 
if given time, could meet their payments. I find it incredible that the admin- 
istration opposes this provision. 

Mr. Speaker, the second title of this bill is extremely important to those of 
us who think that the time is long overdue for providing a really effective 
program to build housing for our older families at rents which they can afford. 
This bill would authorize a program of direct loans to nonprofit corporations. 
The maximum interest rate would be set by the same formula now used for 
college housing loans, which currently means a rate of 314 percent. The loan 
term could extend to 50 years and the required equity investment would be 
limited to 2 percent of the project cost. As a result, it would be possible to 
provide housing under this program at rents fully $20 a month less than re- 
quired for the same unit if financed under FHA. This program would, in my 
judgment, be a great step toward providing housing within the means of elderly 
families. It is time we did something more than talk about this preblem, and 
I am convinced that the new approach proposed in the bill would for the first 
time turn talk into action and provide a program of which we can all be proud. 

The third title of the bill makes a number of improvements in the FNMA pro- 
gram. The requirement that FNMA pay 100 cents on the dollar in its special 
assistance function would be restored: the ceiling on the size of loan which 
FNMA could purchase would be raised: an additional $37.5 million would be 
provided for the purchase of cooperative housing mortgages: and FNMA would 
be given limited authority to make loans on the security of FHA and VA mort- 
gages. 

All of these changes are needed if we are to derive the greatest possible bene- 
fit from FNMA’s operations. This agency has proven highly successful and 
has sometimes been the only source of funds for homebuilders and homebuyers 
in those parts of the country where private mortgage funds are inadequate. 
Let me emphasize the fact that FNMA is designed only to supplement private 
financing, not to replace it. 

The fourth title of the bill contains the urban renewal provisions. In addition 
to the capital grant authorization which I have already mentioned, there are a 
number of extremely important changes in our urban renewal laws. One pro- 
vision is designed to help our universities and colleges rehabilitate and renew 
the blighted areas and deteriorating neighborhoods which are threatening to 
engulf so many of them. To encourage urban renewal activiites by colleges, 
the bill would permit their renewal expenditures to be counted toward the city’s 
one-third contribution, and would also permit a waiver of the predominately 
residential requirement. 

Another provision would encourage cities to locate low-rent public housing 
projects in urban renewal areas. By permitting the city’s tax exemption on 
such sites to count as its one-third contribution toward the cost of sum clear- 
ance, cities will be more willing to locate some of their low-rent housing on these 
newly cleared areas. This should help relieve one of the headaches of our city 
officials who often have difficulty finding suitable land for these projects. 

The bill would also make a number of other important changes, such as an 
increase in the maximum relocation payments for displaced families and busi- 
nesses and an additional $10 million for the planning grant program. 

Title V contains the provisions relating to low-rent public housing. In addi- 
tion to the units authorized and the Presidential authority which I have already 
mentioned, it contains an extremely important declaration of policy. This recog- 
nizes the vital importance of local public agencies assuming maximum respon- 
sibility for such matters as management budgets, auditing, tenant eligibility, 
and rents. It also lowers the age limits for eligibility to conform to the Social 
Security Act. 

Another important provision would extend and provide additional money for 
the farm housing research program. Too often in our consideration of housing 
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problems people tend to overlook the fact that many of our rural areas are 
just as afflicted with slum housing as our big urban areas. The farm housing 
research program, which I have been proud to sponsor, has great potential in 
helping us discover the kind of programs we need to meet these problems. 

Another section of the bill would extend the voluntary home mortgage credit 
plan for another 2 years. In many cases, this program has provided the only 
means of making FHA and GI loans available in our smaller cities and rural 
areas. It has served as a helpful adjunct to the outstandingly successful direct 
loan program of the Veterans’ Administration. 

The bill would also liberalize the limitations governing the purchase of par- 
ticipating interests by savings and loan associations. This will help to achieve 
a more even flow of mortgage credit by encouraging the transfer of funds from 
plentiful areas to areas where mortgage capital is in short supply. The bill 
would also permit Federal savings and loan associations to invest up to 5 percent 
of their funds in loans to finance the acquisition and development of land for 
residential use. 

Mr. Speaker, I have not tried to cover the housing bill in detail. It was 
thoroughly reviewed and analyzed on the floor during the debate on its passage, 
and discussed again in detail when we took up the conference report. I have 
tried here to point out some of the more important provisions which will go down 
the drain if the President’s veto is allowed to stand. It should be noted that 
most of these provisions do not involve the expenditure of Federal funds. In 
many cases they are improvements in the present law which will help us gain 
the greatest benefit from our housing programs. The need for many of these 
changes has long been recognized and would have become law if the housing 
bill had been passed last year. These changes are already overdue and I hope 
we will not have to wait another year to put them on the statute books. 

The housing bill failed last year because of administration opposition. The 
housing bill is now in jeopardy this year because of the administration's veto 
and because of the intense opposition we will face from the other side of the 
aisle in an attempt to override the veto. 

I think by now, Mr. Speaker, that everyone knows where the blame lies. It 
lies squarely at the door of this administration and the majority of Republicans 
in the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I normally do not make a practice of giving long speeches. But 
in this case I felt that our colleagues deserve the whole truth and I have at- 
tempted to set forth in full our case against the veto message. 

I wish I knew what the final outcome will be. I still have hope that we 
can muster sufficient votes in the Congress to reject the President’s veto and put 
this great piece of housing legislation on the statute books. 


HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., July 27, 1959. 


wits 


Hon. Joun SPARKMAN 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR SPARKMAN: You have probably read the various inspired and 
nisleading remarks of Russian spokesmen concerning the typical American house 
that is being shown in the trade fair in Moscow opening July 25. 

The spokesmen have objected to the house on the professed—and also false— 
sround that the average American workingman can’t afford it and therefore 
that it isn’t representative. 

Actually there is no doubt this exhibit is touching a sensitive spot in the 
Kremlin; namely, their housing picture as compared with our own; and they 
don’t wish to see the differences demonstrated for internal consumption. 

Although statistical and other data have been assembled and released by way 
of answer to the Russian charges, there is one item that seems to me to be 
especially conclusive and which I am enclosing for your information. 

This is an on-the-spot approach to a typical American workingman in a typical 
home similar to our American exhibit, and facts and figures are cited to under- 


score the American case. I thought it might be helpful to you to have this 
material. 


Sincerely yours, 
NORMAN P. Mason, 
Administrator. 
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THe MAN Russtra Says Isn’r HERE—MEET THE TypicaL U.S. WorKER WHO Owns 
Hts Own HoMeE 


(By Ray Cromley) 


BALTIMORE.—Though he doesn’t have the money, Federal Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator Norman Mason would like to take a truckdriver named 
Brantley Hart to Moscow. 

Object : To make Nikita Khrushchev eat crow. 

And Brantley Hart is the man to do just that. 

You see, there’s an American national exposition opening in Moscow this sum- 
mer. And on the grounds is a model house—one that could sell for $13,500. 
It’s to be advertised as a typical American worker’s home. 

But the Russians—the officials who have had a sneak preview—are pooh 
poohing the whole idea. Tass, the official Soviet news agency, which prints only 
thoughts authorized by Khrushchev and his aids, says the exhibition house is 
as typical of the typical American as the Taj Mahal is typical of Bombay textile 
workers or Buckingham Palace of British miners. 

These statements aroused top U.S. Government housing man Mason. He 
asked his men to check the books and find just what homes typical American 
workers are buying. They came up with examples practically in Mason's own 
backyard. 

Here’s where truckdriver Brantley Hart comes in. He lives in one of these 
houses. 

Brantley Hart, member of Teamster’s Local 557, lives in a $13,500 house in 
Country Club Estates, just outside of Baltimore. He pays $86 in monthly pay- 
ments out of his $123.40-a-week salary for a 5-room house that’s a close equiva- 
lent of the American show house in the Moscow exhibition. The cost is roughly 
the same. So is the size—950 square feet. Also the general floor plan. Brant- 
ley Hart obviously is a typical American worker, with a wife, two children— 
and a new car in the carport. 

Hart drives a truck on the midnight shift from Baltimore. 100 miles down 
the road to Salisbury, Md., and back every night, 40 hours a week. 

Brantley Hart’s case is typical. Country Club Estates is filled with American 
workmen. There’s Clif Bowen, for example, a neon sign mechanic, member of 
the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 28. Clif earns $114 
a week, pays $96 a month on a $13,500 house and lot with 1 tree, 10 bushes, and 
a sodded front lawn. He has two boys, one girl, and a wife. 

Administrator Mason’s statistic researchers found the average American 
workman these days buys, on the average, a $14,207 home and pays for it out of 
his $6,092 to $6,803 average salary, making average $96 monthly payments. 

Why then do the Russians find this Moscow exhibit house hard to under- 
stand? The Federal Housing Administration has some figures on this, too. 

It seems the average Russian city dweller—if he can afford a new house— 
ends up with two rooms and a bath, and shares it with another family. 

In Moscow, a house like the Brantley Harts’ would have 13 to 14 people living 
in it, instead of the 4 at the Harts’ or the 5 at the Bowens’. 

Some of Mason’s men think this is why Nikita Khrushchev can’t believe the 
American house in the Moscow exposition is typical. 

They think this is why Tass and Russian officials jeer at the idea of a typical 
American workman coming home to a large television set, running water in the 
kitchen, wall-to-wall carpeting, radios and record players—the things most 
Americans take for granted. 


Senator SparKMMAN. Our first witness this afternoon is Mr. John 
H. Haas, executive secretary, Metropolitan Association of General 
Improvement Contractors. 

We invite you to proceed in your own way. We have received your 
statement, which is quite brief. You may read it, discuss it, or pre- 
sent it as you see fit. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN H. HAAS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, METRO- 


POLITAN ASSOCIATION OF GENERAL IMPROVEMENT CON- 
TRACTORS 


Mr. Haas. I promise I won’t take much of your time, Mr. Chair- 
man, but I would like to mention that I have been here before as a 
secretary of the Metropolitan Association of General Improvement 
Contracts. We have spread out a little all over the country, and 
are now providing as a public service an Improvement Contractors 
Clearing Center. It reaches about 32 cities throughout the United 
States, and many individuals and local organizations work with us. 
Most of these people carry out housing rehabilitation and property 
upgrading, which are activities that depend a great deal on legisla- 
tive efforts. I am also managing director of Workshop 221, a Dis- 
trict of Columbia corporation engaged in relocation and rehabilita- 
tion programs under section 221. 


I think I should also mention that because of some emphasis later 
on. 

In our capacity as urban renewal consultants we had to come to the 
conclusion that what this country needs is a good National Housing 
Act. There was a fair start in this direction in 1949, but today, 10 
years and a thousand slums later, we still face countless cities choked 
by urban decay and unable to cope with it without special assistance 
which should come forth in two directions primarily ; urban renewal 
authorizations and a workable section 221 program. 

The now defunct S. 57 was a remarkable milestone in the develop- 
ment of sound and effective renewal assistance. 

Senator Sparkman. By the way, Mr. Haas, we don’t want to be 
technical, but we don’t consider S. 57 as defunct. We are still working 
on it. 

Mr. Haas. I am glad to hear that. 

It is most regrettable that its progressive provisions were combined 
with others of a controversial nature which caused its temporary 
demise. 

Before coming to the core of my statement, permit me to comment 
briefly on some of these controversial topics. Public housing, unfortu- 
nately, has become a bone of political contention rather than a socially 
debatable issue; to paraphrase it drastically, with your permission, 
you are either for or against it—and that makes you either a Commu- 
nist or a Republican. And I may add that I think the figures quoted 
earlier today by Mr. Searles are probably quite correct and maybe even 
on the conservative side. 

In real life, the issue is not quite that simple. It is our experience 
in relocation and rehabilitation housing activities that there will 
always be a rather substantial number of displaced families which are 
unable to qualify for either conventional or FHA requirements. 
Unless these people are absorbed by public housing—not in fiscal 1962 
but the very day they are displaced by an action of Government—they 
will continue to act as the germ carriers of blight and social distress 
and thereby render ineffective much of the money and effort spent in 
their community to prevent just that. 

43777—59 37 
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I would also add here that the immediacy of available public hous- 
ing is one of the most important factors in preventing slum formation 
and curing blight. 

I can give you a very vivid and recent example right here in Wash- 
ington, D.C., where recently or more recently about 8,000 people were 
displaced. That is according to Government statistics, and only 400 
were absorbed by programs under the National Housing Act, which 
creates a new category in this case of 7,600 misplaced persons, and, of 
course, where they have gone nobody knows. 

As to inflationary spending and budgetary considerations—I would 
say, in the first place, S. 57 is not very well characterized by those 
adjectives. We don’t think it is inflationary, and we must also safely 
assume that nobody thinks of balancing the budget with slums—but 
somebody’s got to give, and it better be the budget if that should be 
necessary. If we have to make a choice, it is certainly less dangerous 
to have a little bit of inflation, than to have a lot more of filth, disease, 
and crime in our cities—for these are the immediate effects of slums 
and substandard housing in decaying neighborhoods. 

Now, to the two topics of primary concern to us: Urban renewal 
authorizations and section 221 housing. The authorization of urban 
renewal grants, at whatever amount, is the backbone of the entire 
urban renewal program. There is hardly a community, however pro- 
gressive, that can marshal the means and the cooperation from within 
its own resources to effectively launch an urban renewal operation. 
Plans, projects, data, commitments, needs, and results must first be 
mapped, explained, and sold to the various forces, groups, and indi- 
viduals which form the intricate social fabric of what we call our 
town. After that is done successfully, the entire community usually 
swings in line for concerted action. These grants are the indispensa- 
ble, activating ingredient in the rejuvenating process of most of our 
communities: they should never be curtailed or even deferred. More- 
over, the actual certification of these grants is up tothe HHFA Admin- 
istrator who certainly does not, and will not, have a reputation as a 
reckless spender or a promoter of windfalls. 

In addition, I would say that the amount of ignorance among the 
communities proper as well as the tremendous need of planning on 
the local level has not been given enough consideration. The continua- 
tion of these urban renewal grants and the authorization is of great- 
est importance to many, many communities, and, as we have heard 
earlier today, the timelag is so tremendous that although a great 
amount may have been authorized that may look inflationary, 
we know it hasn’t been spent and its actual spending is planned for a 
much larger period of time than was orginally contemplated. If 
we stop urban renewal grants today, we will stop urban renewal cold 
in its tracks because no further planning and no further preparation 
could be undertaken. 

As to section 221, the complete and, I hope, the exact text of it as con- 
tained in §. 57 is, in our opinion, an absolute prerequisite to a sensible 
and efficient participation of free enterprise in urban renewal. 

This may sound like a new concept, but free enterprise does have a 
share in urban renewal, and particularly in rehabilitation of relocation 
housing. 

As you know, this part of urban renewal does not cost the taxpayer or 
the Treasury a cent; all it contains is enough authority for Federal 
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agencies to control although not always satisfy the requirements of 
private builders, investors, contractors, lenders, and displacees in the 
process of providing relocation housing or housing rehabilitation. 
As of now, I will say without hesitation that this program, this section 
221 program doesn’t look very healthy. I have to substantiate that 
very briefly by the latest available figures which come directly from 
the administration. There is a tremendous need for section 221 
housing. Justification is simply the quota of authorized units which is 
now at about 100,000. The understanding of the program and its ap- 
plication seems to be considerably below a level that should be consid- 
ered reasonable. I will say it is only 20 percent. In other words, ap- 
plications actually filed for section 221 sales of rental housing number 
only 20 percent of the allowable quota. 

When it comes to insured mortgages under this program, we find 
a total of a little less than 8,000 units that have actually been insured 
or eight percent of the quota. To make it worse, when it comes to con- 
servation and rehabilitation of existing houses, we find under this 
program that only 1,700 units or 1.7 percent of the allowable quota 
has been insured. So on the one hand we have a program that must 
make sense or this Congress would not have passed it. On the other 
hand, we find that due to certain circumstances we know the program 
has not been carried out to any sensible extent that would make it 
what it was expected to be, namely, a good absorbing program for the 
relocation and displacement that comes with urban renewal. 

What has hampered such attempts in the past was primarily an 
insufficient loan ceiling of $9,000, a stop sign at the city limits, the 
restriction of multiple-unit sponsorship to nonprofit organizations 
and the exclusion of two or more family units from the benefits of this 
provision. Only a broader section 221 authority will get. results. 

As to the last item specifically, it is known that a large part of city 
blight originates from deteriorated and overcrowded tenement and 
rooming houses which become the object of code enforcement or con- 
demnation. To turn such dwellings into decent, modern, multiple- 
unit housing is essential in the pattern of many project areas that are 
not scheduled for redevelopment. There, only a broader section 221 
authorization will get results; and S. 57 has, or had, it. We sincerely 
hope that the efforts of your committee will restore that section in 
its entirety and, otherwise, give us all the tools we need to provide 
better housing for more people at lower cost. 

I thank you very much for the opportunity to appear before you. 


If there are any questions, I will be glad to answer them. 


Senator SparKMAN. Thank you. 

I appreciate the suggestions that you have made. I take it that 
you rather approve the urban renewal part of S. 57, but you question 
the wisdom of the public housing part of it. Is that all public hous- 
ing, or do you just feel that it had too much ? 

Mr. Haas. Mr. Chairman, it is not up to me to pass judgment on 
public housing. I like to talk about things I know about. 

Senator SparKMAN. I notice you mentioned public housing as being 
one of the controversial matters. I wanted you to make it clear, if 
you could, as to whether or not you are opposing it. 

Mr. Haas. We realize the need for it. 

Senator SrarKMAN. You recognize the need, but it is a question of 
the amount? 
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Mr. Haas. As to the amount, I would rather defer to Mr. Searles, 
He knows about that. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wallace J. Campbell, director of the Cooperative League of 
the U.S.A. Mr. Campbell has been before us many times. We are 
always glad to see you. 


STATEMENT OF WALLACE J. CAMPBELL, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON 
OFFICE, COOPERATIVE LEAGUE OF THE U.S.A. 


Mr. Campsety. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cooperative League of the U.S. A. is happy to have this oppor- 
tunity to state its position on the veto message with which the President 
returned to the Congress Senate bill 57, the Housing Act of 1959. 

We share the sentiments expressed by you, Mr. Chairman, of this 
subcommittee, when you said: 


Personally, I was shocked and bewildered by the tone and the substance of the 
President’s message. This message characterizes the housing bill as “extrava- 
gant, inflationary, discrimiaatory, and unnecessary.” I emphatically deny that 
the housing bill can be accurately described by any of these extreme and intem- 
perate catchwords. 


These are very strong words to characterize any message of the 
President of the United States, and we do not act lightly in supporting 
Senator Sparkman’s s characterization of the message. Jam acompara- 
tive newcomer in Washington, having served here only 11 years, but 
in that time I do not remember a message from the President which 
has been so ill advised. 

Your committee has had a week of hearings on the veto message, and, 
of course, extensive hearings early in the year on the bill itself in its 
earlier form. S. 57, as adopted, was in our judgment a conservative, 
constructive, anti-inflationary, and moderate measure. Considered in 
terms of the actual need for housing in America today, it could be 
better characterized as inadequate for it takes only a modest step to- 
ward meeting the crucial needs in the housing field today. 

President Meany also underlined the error of the President’s charge 
of inflation by pointing out that— 
it is the severe housing shortage now prevailing that drives up sales prices and 
rents to even higher levels. Enactment of this housing bill would relieve the 
housing shortage and thereby reduce the inflationary pressure of an inadequate 
housing supply. 

We would like to turn our specific attention now to the provisions 
of the President’s message pertaining to cooperative housing. 

The President’s advisers apparently have confused two somewhat 
similar sounding words that have completely different meanings. For 
in the veto message the President confuses “lending” with “spending.” 

The veto message says here in black and white: 

Third, the bill would tend to substitute Federal spending for private investment. 
Many provisions of the bill, instead of stimulating private investment, would 
drive private credit from areas where it is urgently needed. 

The requirement that the Federal National Mortgage Association buy mortgages 
at par under its special assistance program regardless of the price that these 
mortgages command in the open market, would have this effect. 


So also would the provision of the bill limiting the fees that FNMA may 
charge when purchasing mortgages. 
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The provisions authorizing college housing and college classroom loans at 
subsidized interest rates, additional Federal purchases of cooperative housing 
mortgages and a new program of short-term loans by the Federal Government 
on the security of mortgages would similarly substitute public for private 


financing. 

Since the President has specifically mentioned cooperative housing 
mortgages and par payments for FNMA, let us look at the record. 

The Federal purchases of cooperative housing mortgages can in no 
sense be interpreted as a spending program. The money is loaned to 
cooperatives at interest rates which so far have brought a satisfactory 
income to FNMA. The fees charged by FNMA have more than paid 
for the cost of processing the mortgages. The special assistance pro- 
gram was undertaken at the repeated direction of the Congress to 
assist those types of housing developments which the Congress be- 
lieved would be so much in the public interest that they deserved 
special assistance. In the case of cooperative housing, at least, this 
has not meant any subsidy of any kind. The program has paid its 
own way and is beginning now to secure such prestige in the market 
that the private money market is beginning to purchase cooperative 
mortgages. Most substantial evidence is the fact that the FHA has 
insured cooperative housing mortgages totaling $575 million on 1,005 
projects in 38 States. 

Mr. Chairman, these figures can be brought up to yesterday’s date 
when the FHA had insured a total of $601 ition worth of mort- 
gages on 1,031 projects. These involve 55,874 family units. Less 
than $150 million is now held by FNMA, so you can see that less than 
a quarter of the program carried forward has come through mort- 
gages purchased by FNMA. 

This special assistance program has actually been one in which the 
Federal Government has assisted the mortgage-lending industry to 
learn about cooperative housing. It has provided an opportunity for 
mortgages to: mature enough so that the mortgage companies could 
learn the extra values of the cooperative projects and turn to them 
as a good source of business. 

The most important value of FNMA has been to assure the people 
who undertake the development of cooperative housing that there 
will be funds available when the time comes to make their final com- 
mitments. As you know, the length of time involved and the heart- 
aches involved if there is no money available at that time are 
tremendous. 

The President has made quite a point of the fact that the Federal 
National Mortgage Association is instructed to buy mortgages at par 
under the special assistance program. The Federal National Mort- 
gage Association, as you know, has two cen rete different functions. 
They just happen to be in this same fiscal organization. One is to 
act as a secondary market for the regular building industry. The 
second is to provide a readily available source of capital for special 
assistance projects which the Congress feels are so valuable that they 
should have Government support (without subsidy) when regular 
mortgage funds are not available. 

I would like to point out further, Mr. Chairman, that FNMA/’s 
decision to discount special assistance mortgages came to us as a shock. 
The Congress agreed with us and wrote into the legislation the next 
year the provision requiring the purchase at par. This put a stop 
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to the discounting procedure instituted by FNMA, but the decision 
was not permanent and, alas, FNMA has reverted to discounting again. 
We feel it has the right to buy at par, and the congressional intention 
was at par and that this isn’t necessary, but apparently as FNMA 
interprets the law, it will be necessary for Congress to write it into 
the statute for they don’t seem to understand the special assistance 
function which they are performing. 

To purchase special assistance projects under “sae is to violate the 
intent of the Congress and at the same time place an unnecessary 
hardship on the consumer, just because FNMA in its other capacity— 
with its other hat on—is able to make more money for the Government 
while supporting the regular mortgage market. 

Because the matter of availability of funds for cooperative housing 
through the Federal National Mortgage Association is somewhat 
complicated, and since there has been quite a bit of misunderstanding 
on the availability of funds, I would like to clarify the matter for the 
committee. 

Over the last several years, a total of $200 million has been author- 
ized by the Congress for advance commitments by the Federal Na- 
tional Mortgage Association for the purchase of mortgages on co- 
operative housing projects. These funds, of course, are loan funds 
at an interest rate at which the Government is completely repaid and 
making a slight margin on the projects so the cooperatives built under 
the program are completely unsubsidized, standing on their own feet. 

Of these funds, $150 million were available to both builders and 
consumer cooperatives. The builder-sponsors have been able to move 
much more quickly. Of the first $150 million, FNMA now has pur- 
chased mortgages or has commitments outstanding for over $149 
million. The funds available under this program totaled $73,000 
remaining as of April 30. 

There have been a few additional funds come in on repayment of 
the mortgages so that as of the 1st of July there were $258,000 avail- 
able, or enough to finance the purchase or construction of somewhere 
between 20 and 25 houses. That was the amount available under the 
general program. 

As you can see, the builder-sponsors and a few consumer coopera- 
tives have used up all of those Tenis which were made available. 

In addition, $50 million was authorized 2 years ago, earmarked 
specifically for the use of consumer cooperative projects. As of June 
18, FNMA purthased mortgages or had commitments outstanding 
for almost $25 million and had available $5,600,000. An additional 
$20 million had been authorized by Congress but not yet allocated 
to the purchase of consumer cooperative mortg ages. It is the avail- 
ability of these funds which has caused the confusion. 

As this committee knows, it takes much longer to develop a genuine 
consumer cooperative than it takes to put together a builder- sponsored 
cooperative. Working with the utmost speed it is difficult to organize 
the consumers and develop the program from scratch to the commence- 
ment of construction in less than 18 months. There is one project for 
U.N. employees in New York which has been over 4 years in devel- 
oping due to a series of technicalities, delays, etc. The Federal Na- 
tional Mortgage Association only makes commitments on projects 
certified to it by the FHA. The FHA has a very large pipeline of 
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projects in various stages of development. We hope that the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency, which has overall responsibility, will 
set up procedure so that FNMA can have a flow chart or some other 
form of notification of the development of the projects in FHA. 

As of June 18, the last date at which figures are available, FHA had 
commitments outstanding for consumer cooperative projects totaling 
$42,600,000. This would use up more than the total authorized by 
Congress 2 years ago. There are applications in process in FHA 
totaling an estimated $31 million. In addition, there are 27 projects 
in the preapplication stage which would supply 4,690 units of housing 
which will need mortgages totaling $66,690,000. In other words, the 
consumer cooperative projects in the pipeline in FHA total 5140 
million. This would require substantially more than the $25 million 
authorized in 8. 57 for consumer cooperative projects, now vetoed 
by the President, besides using up all of the present uncommitted 
FNMA authorization of $25 million. 

Of course, the $12.5 million authorized for builder-sponsored co-ops 
would be used immediately by projects on which the FHA has made 
commitments totaling more than $21 million. 

To restate the case: the consumer cooperatives, which are a means 
of bringing better housing at lower cost to middle-income families 
without any subsidy whatsoever, take longer to develop than most 
types of housing. These projects need the assurance of available 
funds on completion. Since the cooperatives are relatively new in the 
building industry, funds are particularly difficult to secure in a tight 
money market. Although, when the projects are completed and oc- 
cupied, they become a good investment in recognition of the fact that 
the repayment record on FHA insured cooperative mortgages is bet- 
ter than in any other FHA program. 

In our testimony in January of this year to this committee, we 

inted to the need for a continuing program on authorization to the 

ederal National Mortgage Association at the rate of $100 million a 
year for 5 years for the purchase of mortgages on cooperative proj- 
ects. We urged that at least 50 percent of these funds be reserved for 
consumer cooperative projects. This we felt was a practical, realis- 
tic way to step up construction of housing for middle-income families 
on a nonsubsidized basis. Actually, the record shows that FHA has 
earned more than $8 million above its total cost to date through the 
cooperative housing projects. 

S. 57, as passed by the Congress and vetoed by the President, pro- 
vided only $37.5 million for 1 year. This amount certainly did not 
justify any of the phrases used by the President to characterize the 
ill as “extravagant,” “excessive,” “inflationary,” “discriminatory and 
unfair” and “a substitute of Federal spending for private invest- 
ment,” and “budget busting.” 

In his veto message the President recommended enactment of legis- 
lation carrying forward the programs he felt would be necessary. 
These recommendations were almost identical with the legislation sent 
in draft form to the Congress by the administration in January. 

In both cases no constructive steps of any kind were suggested for 
cooperative housing. The President asked only for an increase in 
interest rates on cooperative housing and an increase in fees and the 
elimination of par purchases on cooperative mortgages. All three of 
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these would have been detrimental in their effect on the ultimate con- 
sumer. 

S. 57, as passed by both Houses of Congress, contains several very 
constructive provisions, and since you are so familiar with these 
amendments, Mr. Chairman, I think it is just as well for them to go 
into the record and we can skip items 1 through 8, if they will show 
in the record. These are the amendments as adopted in 8. 57 affect- 
ing consumer cooperatives. 

(The amendments referred to follow :) 


1. Authorization to include community and recreation facilities in all coopera- 
tive housing projects. These would be a self-sustaining and self-supporting 
blow against juvenile delinquency because the record in cooperative housing 


shows no juvenile delinquency cases where adequate community facilities are 
available. 

2. Authority to use FHA section 213 mortgage insurance for existing proper- 
ties to be purchased for cooperative ownership. 


3. Lower downpayments on cooperative projects similar to the downpayments 
now authorized for section 203 FHA projects. 


4. Higher mortgage amounts to keep the program in line with the multifamily 
rental projects under section 207 of FHA. 

5. Authorization of $37.5 million for purchase of cooperative project mort- 
gages by FNMA. This is very modest and compares with our earlier request 
for $100 million a year for 5 years. 

6. An increase of interest rates on cooperative housing mortgages. We oppose 
this feature, but feel it is better to have a boost in interest rates than to lose the 
cooperative housing insurance program. 

7. Continue FNMA purchases at par. 

8. For the student cooperatives on college campuses who wish to build new 
dormitory facilities for their members, there is no private market for mortgage 
funds at all. For this reason S. 57 provides that the student cooperatives may 
borrow funds under the college housing program. The college or university 
at which the co-op is located will also sign the loan. 


In conclusion, we wish to say that the cooperative housing section 
of FHA is the first constructive and dramatic demonstration of the 
ability of people with middle incomes to help themselves to home 
ownership through cooperative housing. This is an unsubsidized 

rogram making an important beginning in serving the consumer 
interest. The program has had the sympathetic and enthusiastic sup- 
rt of a great number of Members of the Congress. 

The bill before you, S. 57 is a conservative, constructive, moderate 
and anti-inflationary measure. It is very badly needed by the con- 
sumers and by the building industry of America. We sincerely re- 
quest the Congress to override the President’s ill-advised veto so that 
we can get on with the job of helping every American family secure 
adequate housing. This we believe would be the President’s real goal. 
He stated this principle forthrightly soon after he came to office in a 
special message on housing to the Congress. We believe that state- 
ment of the President rather than his recent veto message is the best 
public policy. 

Senator SparkMAN. Thank you, Mr. Campbell, for the helpful state- 
ment. Isee thestaff’s attention was called to the technical amendment 
that you suggest in your statement, so it will certainly not be an over- 
sight next time. 

Mr. Campsett. Thank you. 

Senator Sparkman. Next is Mr. M. O. Ryan, representing the 
American Hotel Association. Mr. Ryan, we are glad to have you 
with us. 
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STATEMENT OF M. 0. RYAN, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN HOTEL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ryan. Good afternoon, Senator. We would like the privilege 
of making a brief 4-page statement, and then I have two very brief 
exhibits to attach. 

I am M. O. Ryan, Washington representative of the American 
Hotel Association. We had hoped that Arthur J. Packard would 
present our industry statement today. He is a past president of our 
association, president of a chain of small hotels in the State of Ohio, 
and chairman of the governmental affairs committee of our organi- 
zation. He presented a statement to your committee January 28, 
when you first opened hearings on the 1959 housing bill. But in his 
absence, I would like to speak briefly. 

We are deeply indebted to the Senate conferees who accepted the 
House amendment to section 120 in 8. 57. This action resulted in 
laying aside the proposal that certain FHA-financed apartment build- 
ings in Alaska j made available for transient rental. This would 
have been accomplished by waiving section 513(b) of the National 
Housing Act. 

We feel strongly, Senator, that any waiver of this section of the 
Housing Act would set a precedent, and that in future years further 
FHA apartment properties might be permitted to rent units tran- 
siently. Actually, there are some 500,000 units in FHA apartment 
buildings today, as compared with about 1 million first-class hotel 
rooms. So any day that these apartment buildings sought to seri- 
ously enter the hotel business, they could probably wreck our industry 
in a short period of time. 

In 1954 Congress amended the Housing Act to add section 513, 
which prohibited the offering of these apartment units for transient 
rental. But today, 5 years Tater, we find that because of extended 
litigation, we still have not achieved universal relief from this 
practice. 

The hotel industry has no objection to these apartment buildings 
going into the hotel business, if they want to refinance through pri- 
vate sources. But, since the FHA is not authorized to loan money for 
the construction of a hotel, we do strenuously object to transient 
rental practices on the part of these buildings, so long as the FHA 
Commissioner is insuring the mortgage. 

We hope you will not think we were unduly selfish in opposing 
some special consideration for Alaska, inasmuch as our 49th State 
undoubtedly will enjoy substantially increased tourist travel in the 
next few years. However, we do want to call your attention to the 
following occupancy figures for hotels in Alaskan cities during 1958: 


Percent 
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We contend that there is still a substantial reserve of space in 
Alaska hotels, available to accommodate an increasing tide of visitors. 
One large hotel chain, with headquarters on the west coast, is con- 
templating the construction of a 600-room addition to its hotel in 
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Anchorage. Construction is expected to get underway late this year, 
or early in 1960. But that group announced that it would be obliged 
to call off plans for such addition if FHA apartment buildings were 
permitted to compete with hotels. We honestly believe that private 
enterprise will meet this situation satisfactorily, if permitted com- 
plete freedom from competition by subsidized fac ilities. 

Weare also deeply grateful to your conferees for accepting a provi- 
sion which appeared as section 407 in the House version of S. 57. 
This became section 409 of the conference bill. It would provide that 
an independent study of the supply of transient housing must be 
undertaken by a community if it is contemplated that a transient 
hotel would be one of the facilities to be included in an urban renewal 
project. This market study, by a competent firm, would have to 
reveal that additional transient housing facilities were actually needed 
in the community before they could be included in an urban renewal 
program. 

In 1956, and again in 1958, the House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee included such recommendation in their bill. This year markea 
the third time that the House approved such a proposal. We hope 
earnestly that your committee will give sympathetic consideration to 
the inclusion of a similar provision in the new bill which you are about 
to write. We acknowledge gratefully the action of Senator Bush, Sen- 
ator Bennett, and Senator Dirksen, who jointly authorized S. 2378, 
which contains such a provision. It appears as section 410 on page 45. 

Much of the bankruptcy which has been experienced in hotels back 
through the years can be directly attributed to the fact that the average 
city or town is proud of its facilities, and is eager to have a better hotel 
than other communities within the same trading area. Through the 
sale of stock to loyal citizens, through tax abatement, or otherwise, 
the construction of excessive hotel facilities has been witnessed fre- 
quently. This reached a peak during the decade of the 1930's, when 
more than 80 percent of all hotels in America either went bankrupt 
or were obliged to refinance, 

National occupancy figures reveal that for 1958 hotels dropped to 
67 percent, as compared with 93 percent in 1946. These figures are 
provided by a nationally known accounting firm, Horwath & Horwath. 
They reveal a steady decline, year after year, with no single interrup- 
tion to the downward trend during the past 15 years. 

By comparison, and supporting this downward trend of occupancy 
figures, another nationally known accounting firm, Harris, Kerr, Fors- 
ter & Co., reveals that occupancy declined in hotels which they serve 
from 91.9 percent in 1946 to 68.1 percent in 1958. The Department of 
Commerce accepts figures from both of these accounting firms as official 
data for Government purposes. According to this firm, average occu- 
pancy in the Nation’s hotels dropped further, reaching 65 percent for 
the month of May 1959, the latest month for which such figures are 
available. 

So we cite the fact that the Nation’s hotels are in real trouble. Thus 
we are truly grateful for the sympathetic understanding of our in- 
dustry problems which your House and Senate Banking “Committees 
have accorded us through the years. 

May I file with the committee brief formal statements by each of 
the two accounting firms, supporting the hotel industry’s position, as 
set forth in my brief statement ? 
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Senator SparkMAN. They will be included as a part of your state- 
ment. 
(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF HARRIS, KERR, FORSTER & Co. 


We respectfully join with the American Hotel Association in its statement in 
connection with the hearings on the 1959 Housing Act. — 

We are particularly directing our support to a proposed provision that when 
slum clearance or urban renewal projects include new construction of hotels or 
other accommodations for transient use, a competent independent analysis of 
the local supply of similar accommodations should be made and a determination 
arrived at as to whether a need exists in the area for additional units. A pro- 
vision to this effect was included in S. 2378 (sec. 410, p. 45). 

Harris, Kerr, Forster & Co. have offices in 11 cities of the United States and 
for 50 years have conducted an accounting practice with particular specializa- 
tion in accounting and consulting services for hotels and service industries. 

In our experience over many years as consultants in the hotel field, we have 
observed instances where unwarranted construction of additional hotel facili- 
ties resulted in financial disaster to existing enterprises with serious economic 
consequences to the area including unemployment and depressed property values. 
It is now considered sound practice to have a thorough independent study and 
analysis made to determine the economic feasibility of new hotel units, and to 
base the type and number of the proposed new units on the findings of such 
a study. 

Unwarranted construction, or errors in planning the type of accommodations 
needed, results in a special purpose structure which cannot be removed but 
which will entail considerable expenditures for alterations and redesigning. 

National hotel occupancy figures have declined steadily from the peak levels 
of 1945-46 and at 68 percent for 1958 were at the lowest levels of 17 years since 
1941. The very sizable vacancy situation in hotels generally throughout the 
United States does not necessarily imply that new hotel accommodations are 
not feasible in some cities and sections of the country. However, it does point 
up the importance of a determination of the need for new accommodations in 
relation to the economic well-being of each community. 

We understand that the hotel industry does not take the position that Con- 
gress should prohibit construction of new hotels in conjunction with slum clear- 
ance or urban renewal projects in which the Federal Government assists, but 
rather that the Federal Government should insist that the construction to re 
place the slums removed should be planned on a sound economic basis. 

Important economic facts applying to new hotels are often overlooked in the 
understandable enthusiasm for a new hotel by chambers of commerce and other 
civic organizations. The proposed provision for a thorough study of projects 
involving new hotels or similar permanent structures would serve as a protection 
to the cities and areas that might otherwise later regret irretrievable mistakes 
brought on by over enthusiasm and hasty planning. 

Respectfully submitted. 


ALLAN C, Georae, Partner. 


STATEMENT BY HorRWATH & HORWATH TO SENATE BANKING AND CURRENCY 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, at the request of the American Hotel Associa- 
tion, we are glad to join them in their statement in connection with your hearings 
on the 1959 Housing Act. 

After 44 years as hotel accountants and consultants, we do feel qualified to 
present a brief analysis of the trends in the hotel industry. We offer this testi- 
mony in connection with AHA’s proposal that you reinstate in any new bill the 
provisions of section 407 of the House bill, which was subsequently approved in 
eonference. This section calls for private surveys where new hotel facilities 
are contemplated as part of urban renewal or redevelopment projects. 

It is quite understandable that the average city or town, with pride in its 
municipal facilities, is eager to have a better hotel than other communities within 
the same trading area. Back through the years, there has been this motive 
which subsequently made it possible to sell stock in the community, or otherwise 
gain financial backing, for a hotel whose facilities and capital investment exceeded 
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those which the community could actually afford. The high level of bankruptcies 
on the part of community financed hotel structures during the depression was due 
in large part to overbuilding. The hotel industry itself is extremely sensitive 
to fluctuations in business generally, and during the decade of the 1930's, more 
than SO percent of all the hotels in America either went bankrupt or were obliged 
to refinance. We feel sure that your committee would not like to see this situa- 
tion repeated through failure to provide some safeguard in the Housing Act 
against the investment of excessive sums for new hotel structures in any 
community. 

Our records reveal that the national average occupancy has declined steadily 
from 1946, when it stood at 95 percent, to 67 percent for 1958. Furthermore, 
our national studies reveal that hotel earnings, after taxes, for 1958, averaged 
4.69 percent on the fair value of hotels. Again, this represents a very substantial 
drop from the peak earnings of 1948 through 1948. Those years witnessed 
unparalleled prosperity in the hotel industry, in spite of which earnings after 
taxes in 1948, for instance, averaged only 7.01 percent. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, we do believe that the urgent appeal of the 
American Hotel Association is justified, when they advocate that your committee 
include the requirement that a market study, by competent private consultants, 
be required before FHA approves any urban renewal project, involving new 
transient hotel facilities. We respectfully call your attention to the fact that 
S. 2878, by Senator Bush, Senator Bennett, and Senator Dirksen, now contains 
such a provision. (See sec. 410 on p. 45.) 

Respectfully yours, 
JosePpH H. Noxin, Partner 
(For Horwath & Horwath). 





EXxcerPt From §S. 2378 


HOTELS AND OTHER TRANSIENT HOUSING 

Sec. 410. Section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949 is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(g) No provision permitting the new construction of hotels or other housing 
for transient use in the redevelopment of any urban renewal area under this title 
shall be included in the urban renewal plan unless the community in which the 
project is located, under regulations prescribed by the Administrator, has caused 
to be made a competent independent analysis of the local supply of transient 
housing and as a result thereof has determined that there exists in the area a 
need for additional units of such housing.” 

Senator SparkMAN. Do you have any questions, Senator Clark ? 

Senator CrarK. No questions. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much. You deal with two pro- 
visions that are in S. 57. So far as I know there is no controversy. 
I am sure that they will be included in whatever comes out of the bill. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Sparkman. Mrs. Florence L. Baltz and Mrs. Goldie Rogers, 
representing the American Nursing Home Association. We are very 
pleased to have you ladies with us. 

We have your statement so proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. FLORENCE L. BALTZ, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
NURSING HOME ASSOCIATION 


Mrs. Bautrz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Florence L. Baltz, R.N., owner and administrator of a privately owned 
nursing home. I af president of the American Nursing Home Asso- 
ciation and chairman of the Joint Council to Improve the Health Care 
of the Aged. With me are Mrs. Goldie Rogers, R.N., a nursing-home 
owner and administrator, cochairman of the legislative information 
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committee of the American Nursing Home Association and Mr. Frank 
C. Bateman, executive director of that association. 

We are here as representatives of the American Nursing Home 
Association which is an organization of 48 State associations affiliated 
in this one ni ational organization, representing approximately 5,000 
nursing homes, almost entirely proprietary. To the best of our 
know ledge, we are the only national nursing home association in exist- 
ence at this time. 

We were pleased to hear that your subcommittee would hold further 
hearings on S. 57 and S. 2378, : and we particularly appreciate having 
the opportunity to appear again to give testimony thereon since we 
are very vitally interested in those features of the bills h: aving to do 
with making available the provisions of the Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration Act for the construction of new, modern, and efficient 
nursing homes and homes for the aged, and for the expansion and 
renovation of existing licensed nursing homes. 

You may recall that on January 30, 1959, we were privileged to 
appear before your committee and submit a rather lengthy statement 
on this subject which was published in the report of “the committee 
hearings. We wish to reaffirm our position as submitted in that state- 
ment. 

At this time, we would like to submit some new statistical informa- 
tion in support of our position and recall certain salient points of our 
previous statement. Also, we would like to make one or two comments 
about the provisions of these bills in which we are interested. 

A recent survey, which we reported to Senator McNamara’s Sub- 
committee on Problems of the Aged and Aging, reveals the following: 
All of the licensed nursing homes in the United States have a total 
capacity of appr oximately. 392,300 beds. These are located in 17,445 
nursing homes, 15,520 of which are operating under proprietary own- 
ership, , 2,499 are fraternal, church groups or nonprofit homes, and 496 
owned by cities, counties, or States. The total number of nursing 
homes offer a wide range of care. Included are such services as re- 
habilitation, skilled nursing and convalescent care. Almost all per- 
sons who seek admission to these facilities have passed their 65th year 
of life. The average age of those who constitute the nursing home 
population is 79. Ten percent of these people have passed their 90th 
birthday. 

As you can see, over 88 percent of the licensed facilities that are 
caring for the needs of our aged and chronically ill today are proprie- 
tary facilities. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mrs. Baltz, I wonder if I may ask you a ques- 
tion. Of those 392,300 beds, would you have a fairly accurate state- 
ment as to the percentage of occupancy ¢ 

Mrs. Barz. I don’t have that. 

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Bateman or Miss Rogers. 

Mrs. Batrz. I can supply that. 

Senator Sparkman. T am not surprised you don’t have it, but it 
would be interesting to know. I have had a figure several times that 
we have 300,000 people who spend a great portion of their lives in 
nursing homes. Therefore it was a plausible program to be consid- 
ered under the subject of housing. 

Mrs. Batrz. We will see if we can find the answer for you. 
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Mr. Bareman. The estimate on your part, Senator, is very nearly 
accurate because the bed vacancy, as could be testified by Mrs. Baltz 
and Mrs. Rogers, who are both nursing-home owners and administra- 
tors, would indicate that the occupancy of their homes is about 90 
to 9D percent most of the time. 

Senator SparKMAN. Oh, yes. Well, fine. Thank you. 

Go ahead, Mrs. Baltz. 

Mrs. Barz. Unfortunately, all of these facilities cannot be consid- 
ered as being of optimum construction. In fact, a recent Hill-Burton 
survey would indicate that only 54 percent of all fac ilities, proprietary, 
charitable, and Government owned, “are acceptable.” 

While we do not necessarily endorse the Hill-Burton findings, since 
we feel that they are matters of opinion based on unrealistic standards 
insofar as nursing homes are concerned, we do know that there is a 
great need for improvement in nursing home facilities, but it is prac- 
tically impossible for proprietary nursing homes to secure adequate 
private financing to accomplish this. 

Senator CiarK. Is that because you don’t really make much money 
out of running a nursing home? 

Mrs. Barz. That is right. 

The committee certainly can see why we so strongly urge passage 
of legislation to extend the provisions of the Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration Act ot include nursing home improvement and con- 
struction. 

In our previous statement we dealt at some length on this matter of 
difficulty of financing, if the committee would care to review it. 

Some further Hill-Burton statistics indicate that a desirable ratio 
of nursing home beds per population is three beds per thousand. 
Hlowever, in actuality there presently exists only 1.78 beds per 
thousand. Again, in light of this information, the need for this legis- 
lation is obvious. 

In this connection we would like to refer, again, to our previous 
statement, this time with regard to construction costs. In that state- 
ment we presented the followi ing: 

Under the Hill-Burton program, as of December 31, 1958, there had 
been constructed 152 nursing home projects comprising 7,303 beds at 
a total approximately cost of $83 million, which break down to a cost 
of something over $11,000 per bed. 

By comparison, proprietary facilities which were built during 1958 
by members of our association who had sufficient personal means of 
financing show the per-bed cost to be as follows: 

In Tennessee, $3,000 per bed; in Maryland, $3,000 per bed; 
Kentucky, $3,500 per bed ; in New Jersey, $4,500 per bed. 

Senator Ciark. Could I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, indeed, Senator Clark. 

Senator CLark. Could you tell me, Mrs. Baltz, or perhaps estimate, 
whether those newly constructed proprietary nursing homes in those 
four States would meet the standards of the Hill-Burton survey which 
you referred to in your testimony ? 

Mrs. Barz. I believe they would, Senator Clark. 

Senator Crark. In other words, when Hill-Burton says that only 
54 percent of all facilities are acceptable, a large part of the remain- 
ing 46 percent is due to the fact that many of these nursing homes 
were built many years ago and are rather rundown? 
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Mrs. Baurz. Many of them are in converted buildings, Senator 
Clark. aa 

Senator Crark. And are in need of repair and modernization ? 

Mrs. Barz. That is right. _ 

In all instances, these facilities met strict State and municipal 
building and safety codes and licensing requirements. 

We do not cite these comp: irative figures for the purpose of placing 
the Hill-Burton program in a bad light; in fact, we have been adv ised 
by those in authority that Mill- Burton nursing home construction 
costs are being studied with the reasonable expectation of being re- 
duced to between $5,000 and $6,000 per bed. But we do present these 
figures to show that private industry, the proprietary nursing home, 

ean and will do the job economically and efficiently, if given the 
opportunity. 

One other feature of our prior statement which we feel should be 
reemphasized at this time has to do with cost of patient care. In this 
connection we quote from a pamphlet entitled “Health Aspects of 
Aging” in which appears the following statement written by Dr. H. 
B. Mulholland, chairman of the American Medical <Association’s 
Committee on Aging. 

* * * Tt is common knowledge that many general hospitals are now caring 
for patients who would be better off in the less expensive structure. A com- 
mittee under the chairmanship of Dr. Howard Rusk recently surveyed the city 
hospitals of New York City and found that 20 percent of their patients should 
be in such an institution, where they could be cared for at the rate of $6 or $7 
per day, aS compared with the average rate of $21 in New York City hospitals. 
Not only is the cost less but they are not surrounded with sick people, but live 
in an atmosphere in which they are stimulated to become self-sufficient * * *. 

A further comment which bears repeating was made by Senator 
Bush at hearings on this legislation before the Senate B: anking and 
Currency Committee and is as follows: 

I visited our State hospital at Norwich, Conn., last October and went through 
the premises with the director of that hospital, and there are about 3,000 in- 


mates there of whom over a thousand really don’t belong in a hospital at all. 
They belong in a nursing home. 


Therefore, I had called to my attention vividly that day what the need is for 
nursing homes. At least, that is one very important need. The cases of 
senility really don’t need hospital care but they do need the care of nursing 


homes. 

The average national cost. per patient day in general hospitals for 
the year 1957 was $26.02. The most recent national average cost in 
nursing homes is $5.79. 

From any viewpoint, the vital need for this legislation is manifestly 
apparent. 

There are two features of this portion of the bills about which 
we would like to comment. 

One has to do with the matter of FH: A participation. These bills 
have always established that figure at 75 percent. We have alw ays 
endorsed that, and we still do. “We feel that this figure would main- 
tain the program on a sound business basis and tend to keep out the 
irresponsible. 

We had heard that there was a feeling in the Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration that there should < a 90 percent partic ipation. In 
checking on this with top responsible authorities of that body we 
found that, originally, they had given thought to 90 percent participa- 
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tionasa maximum. However, they were never adamant on the point, 
and at this time they heartily endorse the 75 percent FHA participa- 
tion as being sound and workable. In the discussions with the Federal 
Housing Administration relative to this ratio participation, they 
stated that should this be too strict in its application the law at a later 

time could be liberalized. 

The second feature of the bill about which we would like to comment 
has to do with the provision which requires a certification of need 
under the Public Health Service Act, the Hill-Burton construction 
program, before the Commissioner of FHA can authorize the insuring 
of any mortgage. We would like to suggest to the c ommittee that this 
is an unnecessary and unwarranted imposition of the authority of one 
governmental agency over another. 

If the committee feels, however, that some certification of need is 
necessary, we feel that there should be reinserted in the bill the provi- 
sion for appeal to the Commissioner of FHA, which was a part of 
Senator Sparkman’s original bill. 

In conclusion, we would like to say that nowhere, either in or out of 
government, have we found any responsible person or persons who 
oppose this portion of these bills. 

Mr. Chairman, we as an association, representing as we do the tre- 
mendous number of our aged citizens committed to our care, are more 
than gratified at the completely bipartisan support this particular 
section of the omnibus housing bill has received. In testimony pre- 
sented before the committee presently, and at previous hearings, we 
have had the unqualified endorsement of allied and interested pro- 
fessional organizations and testimony and support of this particular 
section by Federal agencies, as well as Members of Congress. 

In conclusion, we call your attention to the salient points of this 
testimony and more particularly to the latter two items we have gone 
into. We would appreciate a further study on the part of the com- 
mittee of these particular recommendations. 

Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Rogers, Mr. Bateman, and myself wish to thank 
you for the courtesy accor ded us today and for the privilege of appear- 
ing before this committee. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, Mrs. Baltz, for giving us 
a very fine statement. T have felt very good over the progress we have 
been able to make in this legislation. Of course, it was carried in last 
year’s bill, as you will recall. 

Mrs. Battz. That is right. 

Senator Sparkman. It became law written into the bill on the 
Senate side without any difficulty. The House then accepted it in its 
bill. 

The only matter we had any trouble over at all was this last provi- 
sion that you talked about, and we did have some difficulty with that. 
We run into conflicting forces on that. Our committee was rather 
strong in its feeling that there ought to be some kind of certification to 
the effect that the 1 nursing home, to qualify, meet. certain standards. 
Somebody had to set those standards. Who should that be? 

Mrs. Baurz. Mr. Chairman, each State has its own licensing law, 
and it has its rules and regulations, and before any facility can be 
built it must be approved by the State agency. 
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Senator SparkMAN. I think perhaps the conflict that arose was over 
the question as to whether or not all States had adequate standards 
set up. 

Mrs. Barz. They do vary. 

Senator SpARKMAN. We tried to work out, you remember, some kind 
of intermingling of the States, and ing of the FHA, but some felt 
that the HEW ought to be in there. I do not think anybody was 
particularly happy. with the final arrangement at which we arrived. 
I think a lot of times we have to take the best we can get. 

However, one thing that has pleased me has been the general 
acceptance ‘of the program. I am sure you will recall that after it 
was put in our bill last year, the administration indicated that they 
were studying the subject t and were coming up with a recommenda- 
tion. And they did join in accepting, at least, the proposal that was 
offered. 

It is one progrs and about the only one I can think of in hous- 
ing—that. has g iw brought in brandnew and accepted generally. 
Most of them get into a bill over vigorous opposition, and then they 
have to prove themselves. This has been accepted generally, and I 
have been well pleased with it. I earnestly hope and believe that 
before this session of Congress comes to an end, it will be written 
into law. 

Mrs. Batrz. We hope so, too. 

Senator SparKMaN. Have you any questions, Senator Bush? Mrs. 
Baltz quoted you in her statement. 

Senator Busu. Yes; I observed that. 

Senator SparKMAN. He was quick to find that part, was he not? 

Senator Busu. I am very glad that she did, because I do have some 
little knowledge of nursing homes, and made some observations at 
first. hand, which I see she has quoted here. 

Senator Sparkman. I might say Senator Bush was one of the very 
first to agree with this when it was first brought up. When it was 
presented, Mr. Bateman, you and some others s presented it. 

Senator Busu. I am glad to get the inference of the chairman 
that I managed to get it into the bill without opposition. 

Senator SParKMAN. Senator Clark? 

Senator CLarK. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much. We certainly ap- 
preciate your coming. 

Mrs. Bavrz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The following was ‘received for the record y 





AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 


Chicago, Ill., July 22, 1959. 
Hon. Jonn SPARKMAN, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: The American Medical Association was pleased 
when it learned that your subcommittee would hold further hearings on S. 57 
and S. 2378, among other proposals. These two bills contain identical provisions 
which would authorize an FHA insured loan program for proprietary nursing 
homes. The American Medical Association has taken a position of active sup- 
port for such a proposal. 

Without going into all the detail of my letter of January 26, 1959, I would 
like to recall to the subecommittee’s attention the following points. We believe 
there is a critical need for new and improved facilities tailored to the specific 
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health requirements of older citizens. It is our understanding that representa- 
tives of other organizations such as the American Nursing Home Association 
will appear before your committee. They have evidence accumulated over 
recent years showing that they cannot provide service of the desired quality or 
quantity because they are unable to obtain the credit they need on reasonable 
terms to permit them to increase the number and size of adequate nursing 
home facilities. 

Under the Hill-Burton program the Federal Government has for years been 
assisting public and nonprofit institutions through money grants. It is also our 
understanding that the Federal Housing Administration is presently offering 
mortgage insurance for construction of large nonprofit institutional-type homes 
for the aged which may have a section for those needing nursing care. In 
our opinion the immediate need is for a similar program of loan guarantees for 
proprietary organizations, since according to the latest statistics over 70 percent 
of nursing home patients are cared for in such facilities. 

In the administration of a grant program under the Hill-Burton system and 
a loan guarantee program under the Federal Housing Administration, we recog- 
nize the desirability of cooperation ; however, we believe that the loan guarantee 
program should be administered by the Federal Housing Administration without 
the necessity of certification of need by the State Hill-Burton authority. It 
should be sufficient that they will meet standards established by the State. 

I would like to request that this letter be made a part of the record of the 
hearings of your committee. If you or any of the members of the committee 
desire any further information from our association, we shall be happy to provide 
you with anything we have. 

Your willingness to permit the American Medical Association to present its 
views on the pending proposal is sincerely appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. L. BLASINGAME, M.D.., 
Executive Vice President. 

Senator Sparkman. Next we have Mr. Lester H. Steinem, president 
of the West End Citizens Association of Washington, D.C. 

General Taylor, we had you listed there first. Do you want to 
accompany him ? 

General Taytor. Mr. Chairman, I would like Mr. Steinem to cover 
the subject generally, and then I wish to pinpoint it. 

Senator Sparkman. You will cover it specifically ? 

General Taytor. As an interested party. I am the executor and 


trustee of an estate directly affected by one of the sections of this 
‘bill. 


Senator SparKMAN. Thank you. 

General Taytor. Thank you, very much. 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Clark, will you take over. I will be 
back shortly. 

Senator CiarK. Yes, indeed. 

Will you please just proceed, sir. 


STATEMENTS OF LESTER H. STEINEM, PRESIDENT, AND GEN. JOHN 


T. TAYLOR, WEST END CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, 
D.C. 


Mr. Sretvem. Mr. Chairman, my name is Lester H. Steinem. I 
am appearing here this afternoon as president of the West End Citi- 
‘zens Association and of the Greater West End Citizens Committee 
of Washington, D.C., whose area encompasses some 50,000 residents. 

That area is from Rock Creek and the Potomac River, extending 


‘to 15th Street. I address myself more particularly to a localized 
area, however. 
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Senator CLark. This includes Foggy Bottom 4 

Mr. Sretnem. It includes Foggy Bottom, sir. 

Senator Busu. Does it include the Georgetown area ? 

Mr. Srernem. No, sir; this side of the creek and from the plaza, 
from Constitution Avenue north to N Street. 

Senator Busu. The more central part of the District than George- 
town ¢ 

Mr. Srernem. That is right. The name is derived—it is one of 
the oldest citizens associations—from being the western part of the 
original city of Washington. 

My remarks are addressed in particular to the provision in S. 57 
which amends title I of the Housing Act of 1949 by adding a new 
section numbered 112, entitled “Urban Renewal Areas Involving Col- 
leges or Universities.” 

In the beginning, let it be stated that our groups are completely in 
favor of proper and necessary aid and assistance to all educational 
institutions, public and private, which may be requisite to the ac- 
complishment of their function and to enable them to meet their 
legitimate needs. 

However, over the past several years our citizens have been sub- 
jected to harassment and attack by a large private institution of higher 
jearning within a short distance of this Capitol Building. It advances 
the premise of a need for growth and expansion of its facilities in an 
area not in fact classified as slum or blighted but over which a threat 
of such designation is suspended through the efforts of said institu- 
tion. This has impelled us to here declare the danger which may 
confront other Americans in urban centers who may be similarly cir- 
cumstanced and to suggest several changes in the bill now under 
consideration. 

First, we point out that within the confines of the District of Co- 
lumbia, a vast segment of the 69-square-mile area is owned by the 
Federal Government, foreign embassies, and various tax-exempt insti- 
tutions. You are well aware that the District authorities are con- 
fronted with the need seeking your approval of budgets which suc- 
cessively in most years indicate a need for increased taxes from the 
people. You know that the District can ill afford the further loss of 
either taxable property or individuals. Also, it must be realized that 
the Federal City is unlike most other urban communities in that it 
cannot annex territory adjacent to its boundaries to equalize losses 
of taxable property. Therefore, as no demonstrated need exists now 
or in the foreseeable future for expansion of landholdings of universi- 
ties and colleges in the District which cannot be accomplished by 
proper, normal methods of acquisition of land without aid from the 
Federal Government and in order to eliminate the further exhaustion 
of sources of local revenue, we strongly recommend that the District 
of Columbia be specifically excluded from the provisions of section 
112 of the proposed legislation. It may be noted that there is a 
precedent for this action in the exclusion of the District from provi- 
sions in other legislation for aid to public schools in federally im- 
pacted areas. 

_Further, whether or not the foregoing recommendation for exclu- 
sion of the District of Columbia from the legislation may be adopted 
by your committee, it is suggested that proposed section 112 be 
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amended by striking the words “or near” after the words “educational 
institution is located in.” This proposed change would have the 
effect of giving a definiteness and restriction to the unreasonable am- 
bitions and plans of certain urban universities which seek an unwar- 
ranted and wasteful extension of real property holdings in complete 
disregard of the needs or sentiments of the surrounding community. 

Additional changes are recommended with respect to provisions in 
section 112, which would retain requirements to clearly limit any 
change in character of an area from a predominantly residential 
nature to another, even when the proponent of such change is an insti- 
tution of learning. 

It is our hope that this committee will seriously consider amending 
this pending legislation as indicated. 

Mr. Chairman, for several years now we have been harassed. The 
people who live in the area are living in fine, decent homes, not slum 
area as the proponents of this university in particular have urged the 
redevelopment land agency, the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion, to so declare. 

After the boundary was set by the District Commissioners of a 
35-block area, there was a report that it was not blighted, not a slum 
area, did not reach the percentages; and at such time said university 
declared a plan to establish a 19-block area. And again we urged 
them not to accept this premise, that it is not a slum or blighted 
area; and again the effort was made before what you call the govern- 
ing body of the locality, and our Commissioners have not sought to 
give us any solace, have not given us the courtesy which you have so 
graciously extended to permit us to present our case. 

We urge that you exclude the District of Columbia from the pro- 
visions set forth in section 112. 

Senator Crark. Thank you, Mr. Steinem. 

Have you any questions, Senator Capehart ? 

Senator CareHartr. No questions. 

Senator Ctark. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. No questions. 

Senator CrarK. General Taylor, do you want to appear now? 

General Taytor. I just want to support what Mr. Steinem has just 
said to this committee. I want to quote from the veto message where 
the President mentions section 112, urban renewal areas involving 
colleges or universities : 

In any case where ap educational institution is located in or near an urban 
renewal project area, and the governing body of the locality determines that in 
addition to the elimination of slums and blight from such area, the undertaking 
of an urban renewal project in such an area will further promote the public 
welfare and the proper development of the community * * * 
and so forth. 

As Mr. Steinem has pointed out, this is not a slum area. And the only 
governing body that the residents in this particular area could appeal 
to is the Commissioners. The Commissioners, before approving this 
program of the university, asked for an opinion from a corporation 
counsel, Chester Gray, who pointed out to the Commissioners that it 
was illegal for the Commissioners to approve the program of the uni- 
versity as submitted by the university to the Commissioners. 
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But the residents living in this community have had no opportunity 
whatsoever to appear before anybody and place their case before 
them until today we are up here before you. 

As I said to the chairman of the committee, I have a particular 
interest in it because I happen to be the executor and trustee of an 
estate which owns the property directly opposite to the entrance of 
George Washington University. George Washington University to- 
day owns 52 or 55 percent of the property in this particular area. 
And the only thing that we believe, so far as the university is con- 
cerned, is that if they want to acquire the rest of the property to carry 
out the plans and programs that they have set forth certainly there is 
no demonstrated need presently or in the foreseeable future for any 
expansion of land holdings of that particular university or college here 
in the District which cannot be accomplished by proper, normal meth- 
ods of acquisition of land, without aid from the Federal Government. 

Senator CLtark. Thank you very much, General Taylor. 

General Taytor. And for that reason we are asking that that par- 
ticular section be eliminated from this bill. 

Senator Crark. Have you any questions, Senator Capehart ? 

Senator CaprHart. No questions. 

Senator CLarK. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. What particular section is that? 

General Taytor. In the Bush bill? 

Senator Busn. It isin both bills, I know. 

General Taytor. In 8. 57 it was section 112. 

Senator Crark. As I understand it, you would be equally content 
with the exclusion of the District of Columbia. 

Of course, we have had some strong testimony in support of the 
section from colleges and universities all over the country. I think 
you would be well advised to just suggest elimination of the District 
of Columbia. You do not want the University of Chicago and Har- 
vard eliminated. 

General Taytor. Yes, and I am thinking of the University of Penn- 
sylvania. I know it very well. 

I say the District of Columbia should be eliminated from the appli- 
cation of this particular section of the bill. They own 55 percent of 
this property now. They can acquire the rest of it that they think 
they need to complete their program the way they have acquired the 55 
percent. 

Senator Crark. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. No questions. 

Senator CrarKx. Thank you, General. 

Our next witness is Mr. Harry S. Wender. We are happy to have 
you here. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY S. WENDER, ATTORNEY, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Wenner. I speak in support of the proposal just made by Gen- 
eral Taylor and Mr. Steinem. 

Senator Ciark. Just for the record, would you identify yourself? 

Mr. Wenper. Yes, sir; lam Harry S. Wender. My ofiice address is 
2026 I Street NW. I am virtually a lifetime resident of the District 
of Columbia. I am past president of the Federation of Citizens 
Associations, and founding chairman of the D.C. Recreation Board. 
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Senator CLark. Do you live in this area ? 

Mr. Wenper. No, sir. My small office building faces Pennsylvania 
Avenue in the 2000 block of I Street. There is a little park there, 
and the rear of my property virtually abuts on some of the George 
Washington property. 

Senator Ciark. Just to get it clear for the record—I know it is 
clear in your mind, but let us get it down in the record: Would you 
personally be affected by the plans of George Washington University 
to acquire land under section 112 ? 

Mr. Wenper. Yes, sir; I would. 

Senator Crark. And adversely ? 

Mr. Wenver. And let me say I am not at all afraid for myself of 
the problem that is involved if eminent domain were used by George 
Washington University, but I am deeply concerned with the principle 
that is involved here, and with what George Washington, which is 
one of my alma maters, proposes to do. 

Let me say at the outset that I am in complete accord with the pur- 
poses and principles of Senator Bush’s bill, and of S. 57, on which the 
hearings are being held today. During my entire professional life 
in this city for the past 28 years, I have supported the need for public 
housing, both in Washington and elsewhere. 

Today we are speaking, however, of a specific amendment which 
came into the bill without the knowledge of any of us in Washington, 
and when we did learn about it we did not at that time equate it with 
the Washington situation. 

But we have since come to realize that its sponsor, Mr. Levy, who 
appeared before the committee last January, during the same week 
spoke before the National Association of Housing Experts, and at 
that time made quite a speech on the importance of applying the same 
principles to George Washington University that he had expressed 
to this committee should be applied to the University of Chicago and 
other universities which admittedly have a slum clearance and slum 
rehabilitation program in which they are involved. 

And on page 507 of the committee’s hearings, which were held, I 
think, on January 26, 1959, Mr. Levy lists all of the universities that 
are apparently represented by him and in which he had an interest, 
and who presumably financed the study which resulted in the proposed 
amendment that came to the committee. We do not find the name of 
George Washington University mentioned in that list, nor, in fact, 
gentlemen, do we find it anyplace in Mr. Levy’s testimony. 

So one would have assumed George Washington University had 
neither an interest in the bill, nor did the committee anticipate when 
it was presented that the college provision had any affect on any 
Washington college or university. 

In fact, had such a bill been in effect at the time I began practicing 
law, it is coneeivable Georgetown itself, which Senator Bush referred 
to, which is today the most expensive residential section in Washing- 
ton, but which was not so when I started practicing law, could have 
been acquired by Georgetown University and one of the most attrac- 
tive and high-taxpaying sections of Washington could have been 
obliterated completely, and gotten into my other alma mater’s terri- 
tory. 

Senator Crark. You and General Taylor and Mr. Steinem are, quite 
understandably, pretty exercised about this. 





M 
S 
Un 
N 
sir. 
mit 
tere 
N 
inte 
ing 
met 
and 
esti 
~ 
tere 
is I 
\ 
of 
Ta 
hea 
rep 
$10) 
dic 
to. 
slo 





nia 
Te, 
ge 


of 
rge 
ple 


is 


r= 
the 
ife 
lic 


ich 


on, 
ith 


en 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 591 


Mr. Wenper. Yes. 

Senator CLrark. What makes you think that George Washington 
University is interested ¢ 

Mr. Wenver. That is the next point that I was going to present, 
sir. I had hoped at first to make you aware of the fact that this com- 
mittee did not have the knowledge that George Washington was in- 
terested, and that is why we did not have the know ledge. 

Now that we are concerned, and now that we know that in the 
intervening months since this bill was first proposed George Wash- 
ington has been moving heaven and earth, first to get the Redevelop- 
ment Land Agency, of which I have been a sponsor for many years, 
and, as president of the Southwest Citizens Association helped to 
establish the present slum clearance 

Senator Ciark. I do not want to interrupt you, but all I am in- 
terested in is your statement now that George Washington University 
is interested. That is enough for us. 

Mr. Wenper. I am about to say that only last Sunday the District 
of Columbia Commissioners did act upon the request that General 
Taylor spoke to you about. And I will read to you, and show you the 
headline, and will be glad to put into the record, this newspaper 
report from the Sunday Star of July 26, entitled “District Commis- 
sioners Endorse Expansion of George Washington C ampus.” 

Actually when you read it you find out that all the Commissioners 
did was what their Corportion Counsel said they were legally able 
to do, to approve the general principle of George W: ashington expan- 
sion, which is like being against sin. We are all in favor of Geor ge 
Washington wanting to expand its campus legally. Whether that 

campus ‘should be 19 or 35 blocks, which they have no money to ex- 
pand to, is one thing. But whether they propose to utilize Govern- 
ment funds or proceed through the back door through the Land 
Redevelopment Agency after such a bill as this has been approved is 
something else. 

They say deliberately—and they have said repeatedly—not in 
public assemblies like this, where we can answer them and put them 
under examination, but in private agencies like the National Park and 
Planning Commission where they have received an approval of their 
plans, before the District Commissioners where they have been able 
to go into executive session, “Yes, we want this to be declared a relo- 
cation area, a distress area. We believe we are entitled to the right 
of eminent domain and to condemn this property.” 

We say to you that aside from the constitutional questions involved 
as to whether or not Congress even has a right to give them this, you 
should not inferentially permit George W ashington University or 
any other District of Columbia university to come under an act of 
this kind and attempt to take District land, which is irreplaceable 
from the taxation standpoint, for such a purpose as the law appears to 
contemplate. 

I would like to read to you something to show you what George 
Washington University has been doing, an item from the W ashington 
Star of November 20, ‘1958. I am sure you all read “The Rambler,” 
which is by George Kennedy, a most eminent and reputable news- 
paper reporter. 

He was much concerned with the plans of George Washington, 
what they were proposing to do, and he went to see the } president of the 
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university. He propounded the question to President Cloyd Heck 
Marvin, who since then has retired and is president emeritus. Presi- 
dent Marvin said: 

Good gracious no. We aren’t trying to create a campus like the University of 
Virginia. We are an urban university. By “campus” we mean the entire area 
on which our buildings stand. 

We have been our own worst enemy by increasing the value of the property 
we have to buy. 

Talk to William Herzog, the treasurer of the university. He knows more 
about if. 

And here is the quote from the column. about what Mr. Herzog 
said: 

The Rambler went to the office of the Treasurer and met Mr. Herzog who pro- 
duced a large map of the area with the university’s real estate in solid black. 

The area which the university considers its ultimate domain is that between 
19th and 24th Streets, south of PennsylVania Avenue and north of F Street. It 
contains 18 squares or triangles. Of these the university owns five almost solidly 
and has property in the others. 

“Do you see the way we have made it difficult for anyone to assemble property 
for an apartment house in these squares? We have purchased lots between 
property privately owned,’ Mr. Herzog said proudly. ‘“We have been holding 
up any development of this area other than our own.” 

Continuing the quotation : 


“As you know, there are some apartment houses in this area built before our 
postwar expansion. They do not interfere with our plans. We have acquired 
some of them and turned them into dormitories. We may acquire more. I 
assure you we do not intend to tear them down.’ 


Gentlemen, this is the little pig that got out of the poke. This is the 
true story of George Washington University poisoning the wells of 
industry and of residence in this beautiful West End area, which in- 
cludes, by the way, the White House itself, and many of the most 
beautiful Government buildings in the United States. 

Here is a university that for several generations has gone out and 
bought strategically located properties, saying, “We don’t really in- 
tend to use them, but we are going to depreciate those property 
values.” 

And this is an old story. Anybody who knows anything about 
purchasing land knows about this. Then there can be no assembly by 
any other so-called speculators or builders. There can be no nor rmal 
process of rebuilding in an admittedly very old area—one of the city’s 
oldest areas. 

So George Washington, like a huge octopus, sits on some 34 or 40 
blocks of land in the most exclusive and beautifully located property 
in Washington, whereas actually their concentrations are only in 5 
city blocks. In doing this they have not increased value of property 
in some instances; they have depreciated it. But the normal growth 
of the city has made properties like my own, facing Pennsylvania 
Avenue, valuable because they are located in beautiful areas. New 
apartment buildings, new business properties, new office buildings, 
are being construc ted on the whole perimeter of this area, but they 
cannot get into that which is controlled by George W ashington, for 
obvious reasons. 

We say to you: If George Washington would resign itself to a 
legitimate desire for expansion, would consolidate its interests in the 
area where it is principally located, would build to a property height 
as all the other universities that you have talked about have—New 
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York University, Chicago University, and so on—instead of talking 
about walkups of three or four flights—if they would build what they 
are legally permitted to do, seven- or eight-story buildings, they 
would have all the land they need, and w ould get out of the real estate 
speculation business, which is what they ought to be told to. do. 

As it is, if they continue as they are going, they are going to con- 
tinue to hurt the District of Columbia, of which you, by the way, are 
the governing body, not the District Commissioners. 

We come to you as the only agency we can appeal to, that not only 
the people deserve justice, but “the Government itself deserves jus- 
tice, a if you just remove the District of Columbia from it, I think 
it will satisfy that. 

Senator CLark. Thank you very much, sir. 

The committee will be in recess until 10:30 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:07 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to be 
reconvened at 10:30 a.m., Friday, July 31, 1959.) 

(The following were received for the record :) 


CoLtumMBus, OnI0, July 27, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN J. SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Siz: I ask that you study the need for public housing behind the hous- 
ing bill, S. 57, now in committee for reconsideration after the President’s veto. 

Columbus, Ohio, has 648 public housing units pending under this bill, and 
its loss would mean delay and confusion in relocating families who are being 
and will continue to be displaced by the current local long-range expressway, 
urban renewal, and slum clearance programs. Columbus is a growing, expand- 
ing city, and needs adequate housing for these families outside of slums. 

I urge that the Senate override the President’s veto, and allow our city, as 
well as the other cities in Ohio affected by this bill, to continue to progress in 
its development. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. HARRIMAN, 
President, LUBAL, Inc. 


I'mrst FEDERAL SAVINGS & LOAN ASSOCIATION OF PEORIA, 
Peoria, Iil., July 28, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR SPARKMAN: It is important that the housing bill S. 57 include 
section 807-C which would provide a limited power for Federal savings and 
loan associations to finance the development of homesites. Since it has no 
impact on the budget, we do not understand why administration spokesmen have 
voiced opposition to it. 

Representatives of both the organizations most directly concerned with or- 
ganized homebuilding have approved this section. I refer to the savings and 
loan leagues representing the most important source of financing for home- 
building and the National Association of Home Builders representing the build- 
ing activity itself. 

The organized development of residential sites requires that they be developed 
in relatively larger areas, and with consequently increasing investments and 
capital for engineering, streets, sidewalks, and utilities before a single house 
is built. This is actually a production process and probably the only production 
process in the United States which does not have available an organized method 
of financing. Consequently, in hundreds of cities, especially those of medium 
size, the actual carrying out of the professional planning which is being em- 
phasized in urban development is dependent on having the means available and 
section 8O7-C would help provide those needs. 

Sincerely, 
A. D. THEOBALD, President. 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, INC., 
Cleveland, Ohio, July 29, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Senate Housing Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Str: As one of the building companies, primarily engaged in urban re 
newal and low-cost housing in various cities throughout the country, we have 
followed with much concern the action of Congress on the housing bill and its 
veto by the President. We have also read, with great interest, your comments 
respecting said veto. : 

The soundness of your criticism makes it not only clear that you understand 
the seriousness of the problem, which is facing our cities, but that the administra- 
tion clearly has no conception of some of these fundamental facts. 

It might be suggested to the President that he reread the statement of the 
President’s Advisory Committee on Government Housing Policies and Programs, 
1953: “A piecemeal attack on slums simply will not work—ocecasional thrusts at 
slum pockets in one section of a city will only push slums to other sections un- 
less an effective program exists for attacking the entire problem of urban decay. 
Programs for slum prevention, for rehabilitation of existing houses and neighbor- 
hoods and for demolition of wornout structures and areas must be advanced along 
a broad unified front to accomplish the renewal of our towns and cities. This 
approach must be vigorously carried out in the localities themselves, and will 
require local solutions which vary widely from city to city.” 

The statement of this Committee, after detailed study and much expense, is 
even more aggravated today. Despite all of the hullabaloo about slum clearance 
and urban renewal, the harsh incontrovertible fact is that our slums are greater 
today than they were 6 years ago when this report was published. 

Among scores of other comments that have been made by individuals, who are 
in a position to know the facts, permit me to add only the statement of Albert M. 
Cole, about the time that he retired as Federal Housing and Home Finance Ad- 
ministrator, “Any city that does not set in motion by 1960 a comprehensive pro- 
gram to halt blight will be flirting with municipal ruin by 1965.” 

It takes hardly more than a cursory examination of the facts to realize some 
of the following: 

1. Our slums are growing. 

2. Virtually 90 cents out of every $1 required to service these slums are 
paid for by the balance of the taxpayers in every community where the slums 
exist. 

3. Slum clearance and urban renewal, on a responsible and realistic basis, 
is an investment which justifies itself not only in terms of reduced crime, 
delinquency, disease, ete., but in dollars and cents increased tax return from 
the areas rehabilitated. 

We very properly concern ourselves with the expenditures of billions for for- 
eign aid, highways, and other national and international needs. By what line 
of reasoning do we justify a casual disregard of something as fundamental as 
decent housing for our own citizens? 

As far back as the Bible—and perhaps before—food, clothing, and shelter were 
recognized as the three fundamentals to elemental existence. Where does that 
leave our vaunted high standard of living, when one out of every four nonfarm 
families is living in substandard housing, most of which should be torn down as 
a menace and a national disgrace? 

Very truly yours, 


Oscar H. STEINER, President. 
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WASHINGTON, D.C., July 31, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Senate Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, Senate Office Building: 

Respectfully urge that your committee recommend that the veto of Housing 
Act of 1959, S. 57, be overridden. The bill as submitted to the President was a 
reasonable compromise and represents a minimum program. Testimony at 
hearings you are now conducting emphasized the hardship which will be ex- 
perienced by communities and families throughout the United States unless the 
housing program provided in S. 57 is adopted this session. We respectfully 
request that this telegram be included in the record of the hearings. 

RvupDOLPH T. DANSTEDT, 
National Association of Social Workers. 
Mrs. CHARLES HYMEs, 
National Council of Jewish Women. 
VERA WALTMAN MAYER, 
National Consumers League. 
DorotHy I. HEIGHT, 
National Council of Negro Women. 
Mrs. PAuL McCLELLAND JONES, 
Young Women’s Christian Association. 
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FRIDAY, JULY 31, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Hovustna, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, in room 5302, New Senate 
Office Building, at 10:38 a.m., Senator John J. Sparkman (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Sparkman, Douglas, Clark, Muskie, Capehart, 
and Bush. 

Also present: Senator Proxmire. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. Let the committee come to order, please. 

Today the subcommittee will conclude its hearings on the Presi- 
dent’s message disapproving S. 57, the Housing Act of 1959. During 
6 days of hearings thus far, the subcommittee has heard the views of 
the Bureau of the Budget, the Housing and Home Finance Agency 
and the constituent agencies, the Chairman of the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System, representatives of State and local 
governments, representatives of most of the major national organiza- 
tions and associations having an interest in housing legislation, and 
from other interested individuals. In order that the administration 
may have a complete opportunity to express its views on the veto 
message, our last witnesses will again be representatives of the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency. 

These hearings to date have demonstrated to my satisfaction that 
the veto message failed to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth about the housing bill. 

Before calling today’s witnesses, arrangements have been made 
for the subcommittee to hear a recording of what was probably the 
last major public address of the late Senator Robert A. Taft, coauthor 
of the Housing Act of 1949 and one who believed sincerely in the 
national policy of a decent home in a suitable living environment for 
every American family. During yesterday’s hearing the witness for 
the National Housing Conference told the subcommittee that this 
recording of Senator Taft’s remarks could be made available. At the 
request of Senator Clark, and without objection, it was decided that the 
recording would be played this morning. At the request of Senator 
Javits, the text of Senator Taft’s remarks has been transcribed from 
the recording and edited for clarity without changing substance or 
meaning. A copy of this transcript has been placed upon the desk 
of each Senator, and I believe copies are available for the audience, too. 
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I have read this transcript and I would call particular attention to 
several statements made by Senator Taft. He said that the occasion of 
this speech, in May of 1953, was “a good time to reaffirm my faith 
in housing and assure you there is no change in my position.” 

He related how he had studied housing problems and _ proposed 
solutions in great detail and that “there didn’t seem to be any alterna- 
tive except to subsidize low-rent housing.” Senator Taft called atten- 
tion to a commission being appointed by President Eisenhower to 
help formulate a “Republican policy,” “particularly on housing, on 
education, and on some other matters.” Those were his words. 

He stated that while this commission was studying these problems 
and attempting to formulate a Republican policy, he was “very anx- 
ious * * * to continue unimpaired the programs which we already 
have.” Unfortunately, the years which have transpired since Sena- 
tor Taft expressed these views have shown little evidence that this 
administration shares his views. 

I am looking forward to hearing this recording of Senator Taft’s 
speech, and I respectfully request that members of the subcommittee 
and others in the hearing room be most attentive to his words. 


RECORDING OF SPEECH BY THE LATE SENATOR ROBERT A. TAFT 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL HOUSING CONFERENCE, MAY 12, 1953 


Senator Tarr. Mr. Chairman, Senator Hennings: It is a great 
pleasure for me to come here tonight before the National Housing 
Conference. I have spoken to you often before. I was very pleased 
indeed to be able to come at this time, because I thought it was a 
good time to reaffirm my faith in housing and assure you there is 
no change in my position. [Applause. | 

It is a great pleasure to be here with Monsignor O’Grady. I have 
worked with him now for many, many years. I never have seen a 
project come up in Congress in which the interest of the poor people 
was concerned in which he wasn’t around my office some time to see 
whether that program couldn’t be worked in with the other things 
that we were doing. He isa lobbyist, I’m afraid. [Laughter.] 

I don’t know whether he’s a registered lobbyist or not, but-I feel 
very certain of this: If he is a registered lobbyist, he doesn’t have 
to return any salary for the work that he does. [Laughter.] 

I can go back a little on housing. Of course, the Housing Act of 
1949 has been emphasized, but the whole policy of the Housing Act 
of 1949 was written in 1937, a housing act passed before I became 
a Member of the Senate. I remember the discussion of it in Cincinnati 
at that time, and I remember that my interest in housing goes back to 
that time. I think Cincinnati is one of the oldest cities—it is the oldest 
city—in the West. Its houses are, therefore, old. It has slum prob- 
lems as great as any city in the West. Perhaps if I had come from a 
brandnew city like Tulsa I wouldn’t have had any interest in housing. 

But in any event, long before I came here I felt that the general 
project of removing the slums and substituting some kind of housing 
that would meet the needs of the poorer people of this country was 
a very desirable program—without passing on the merits of the par- 
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ticular program. After I came here, I took some interest in housing. 
What happened, of course, was that the appropriations of the war 
came on and the authorizations under the old act were cut to nothing. 
No housing was authorized for a long period of time. 

I became chairman of a subcommittee in 1944—of the Post-War 
Economics Committee, I think—a subcommittee on housing, and we 
conducted in 1944 long hearings. And I conducted those largely 
with the idea: Is there any substitute for public housing of the gen- 
eral character as was contained in the existing law? And we explored 
all the angles we could explore. We explored the angle of rent cer- 
tificates; whether that would meet the requirements. We explored 
the angle of possible private organizations or semiprivate organiza- 
tions which would provide housing, perhaps even with some slight 
Government subsidy. I think we tried everything we could think 
of, and we couldn’t come up, we couldn’t find a man, who presented 
a practical program to deal with the slum problem. I think we felt 
very clearly after those hearings that it was a field in which private 
industry, no matter what they said, could not successfully operate. 

Of course, people live in new houses, and live in secondhand houses, 
thirdhand houses, and that’s perfectly all right. Many of them are 
perfectly good houses. But you finally get down to the point where 
people have so little money to pay that the money they pay their 
landlords can’t even keep those houses in repair. And you have the 
development of slums, because of the lack of income of a certain pro- 
portion of the population. There didn’t seem to be any alternative 
except to subsidize low-rent housing, so I came to be a believer in 
that, and one of the authors of the various bills which finally were 
enacted in the form of the 1949 Housing Act. I hope we made some 
improvement over the original program. 

I always felt there was, to a certain extent, a mistake in the original 
program in that the Federal Government took too much of an in- 
terest. Housing is clearly a local responsibility, a State responsibil- 
ity. The Federal program is one of assistance to that program. At 
the same time, during that period from 1938 to 1944, we worked into 
the whole problem of: What is the place of the Federal Government 
in these fields? We have a number of Federal-State aid programs. 

When I came here, we were involved heavily in Federal aid to the 
States in many kinds of welfare programs, in old-age assistance, in 
blind pensions, in many forms of welfare. There was Federal aid in 
various types of health activity. Those things were fairly well ac- 
cepted. In housing we had more of a controversy on the subject. 
And, of course, when I got into the Federal-aid-to-education field, we 
ran into a still more serious contest. But I have always felt very 
strongly that the Federal Government does have a place. 

I think the American people as a whole are interested in seeing that 
the States are able to perform their obligations, to see that there is 
at least a minimum standard of the necessities of life, of health, of 
education, of shelter, of minimum welfare; that there is a minimum 
standard for every family in this country, even though it has to be 
provided by what may be, in effect, charity, or subsidy. 
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I do feel very strongly in that field that it ought to be assistance; 
responsibility ought to be on the local communities; responsibility 
ought to be on the communities themselves, on the local communities 
to begin with; on the State secondarily; and the Federal Government 
ought to be called in only when there seems to be no other recourse, 
And with that the situation is we come into today with a new 
administration. 

I favor very strongly the creation of this Commission, which I 
hope will be created this week to study the whole problem of Federal 
aid to the States in these various fields, and the proper distribution 
of revenues to the Federal Government and the States, so the States 
might be able to do as much as they can within their means and have 
the taxation available to do as much as they can do. I might perhaps 
cut down to some extent the extent of Federal aid that may m 
necessary. 

This new Commission is aimed, after all, primarily to develop a 
Republican policy on this State-aid question, because there has been 
a Fattinencuate! difference in the Republican Party, particularly on 
housing, on education, and on some other matters. I hope we can get 
a Republican policy. 

But I think more than that, if we can develop a philosophy which 
is sound, which is in accordance with the Constitution of the United 
States, which says, “Here is the field for State and local government, 
and here are the places where the Federal Government may properly 
come in to assist. Here are the conditions on which they may assist, 
namely, real assistance, and not control or direction.” I believe this 
policy can be a bipartisan policy, so that we will only have the 
fringes of people on one side who want to socialize the welfare field, 
and people on the other side who don’t want the Federal Government 
to asthe one cent on matters that constitutionally, they say, belong 
to the localities. 

As far as I am concerned, I am anxious to have a philosophy de- 
veloped. I thought it was exceedingly wise to put off the determina- 
tion of a general welfare policy, including housing, by the Eisen- 
hower administration for another year. I don’t think most people 
realize what a new administration is up against when they come to 
Washington. We have, today, an administration of Cabinet officers 
no one of whom has had one day’s experience in executive work in the 
Federal Government, very few of whom have had anything to do with 
Washington whatsoever, even with Congress. We have them come 
in here in a brandnew field and take over the biggest institution in 
the history of the world. 

The Federal Government which they have taken over is 10 times the 
size of the Government that Roosevelt took over in the last funda- 
mental change of administration in 1933. The total expenditures 
are, we'll say, $70 billion instead of $7 billion. The number of em- 
ployees, counting the Army, is about 6 million instead of 600,000. 
Not only that, of course, it’s changed in character because the Gov- 
ernment which Mr. Roosevelt took over was collecting 6 percent. of 
the people’s income, and that ran the whole Federal Government. 
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Today it takes 26 percent of the people’s income to run the Federal 
Government. 

You have a Government which is so big that no one knows what’s 
going on. I’ve been here 15 years, and I wake up every once in a 
while and hear of a new bureau doing something that I didn’t know 
the Federal Government had the slightest concern with. 

| Laughter. | 

But there it is, operating somewhere up on Constitution Avenue 
and carrying out a job that someone thought was a good thing for 
the Federal Government to do at some time. 

So you must recognize that it is a tremendous job, for any Cabinet 
officer, to find out what is going on in his own department, to analyze 
the job, to talk to the people who have been carrying out the policy, 
to try to find out the reasons for the policies they have had. 

Certainly it seems to me that in trying to develop a philosophy of 
government in fields with which they are not generally familiar, and 
which have not been extensively discussed exc ept in special groups, 
it is exceedingly wise that we do have a commission to study it, and 
that those who are going to administer it have the opportunity to take 
a year to find out what it may be. 

‘We have also an unfortunate time in which to ask for money for 
domestic purposes of any kind. We have today a budget of say $70 
to $73 billion which will be spent the year ending the first of July. 
Of that, over $50 billion is Army and foreign aid. Itisa military 
program ; over $50 billion. 

When I think what you could do with social welfare with 1 billion 
additional money from the Federal Government, it makes me all the 
more indignant that we don’t subject that program to the most severe 
scrutiny and criticism. 

But there it is, and until that problem is solved, because the total 
tax burden today is so great that in my opinion | you can’t continue a 
free economy. If that size of tax burden, 26 percent taxes for the 
Federal Government, 7 percent more for State and local ; 33 percent— 
a third of the people’s income used for government—I don’t think 
you can keep a free economy myself over : about 25 percent. 

We've got a job to balance the budget; we’ve got the job to get it 
back to a reasonable burden of government, and during that period 
it is very difficult to start an increase in domesic programs. 

At the same time, I have been very anxious during this period of 
examination to continue unimpaired the programs which we already 
have. And when you say, “Why 35,000 new houses?” I say simply 
that was the amount authorized by Congress last year. I’m not: quite 
sure about the year before. In both cases, the House, I think, cut it 
to 5,000, and the Senate got it back one way or another to about 35,000. 
That w as a Democratic House, I might say. [Laughter.] 

But it’s the same old House anyway, apparently, when they come 
todeal with housing. [Laughter and applause. | 

So I am very hopeful. It seems to me the whole theory of this 
determination to study the programs, to study each of these programs, 
to study the whole basis of Federal aid, and then apply it to the 
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various different programs to see if they carry out properly that pro- 
gram, involves also the carrying on of those existing programs at their 
present level until you determine whether you think they should be 
increased or decreased or whatever the policy may come to be. 

So that’s my story. My position on the general public housing pro- 
gram is the same as it’s always been, exceedingly favorable. But I 
do feel that the general examination of philospohy is right. We 
should now give a reexamination of this particular program and work 
out a program which I hope will insure to the people of the United 
States a constant keeping up with the population of this country in 
adequate housing, and particularly provide, the low-income families, 
decent housing for themselves and their children. | Applause. | 

Senator Busa. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Spark MAN. Senator Bush. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to hear that playback 
of a speech which I heard. I was at the dinner and sat next to Senator 
Taft that evening. I think it is very helpful to this committee to 
have had that playback made. 

I submit that out of it anyone may obtain favorable phrases that 
seem to him to justify his own point of view. But by and large I 
submit that the statement is true today that the general philosophy 
of the Eisenhower administration has not differed ‘substantially from 
the philosophy that was uttered by Senator Taft on that evening. 
The administration even now emphasizes some of the points which he 
emphasized that night, as, for instance, when he said : 

I always felt there was, to a certain extent, a mistake in the original program 
in that the Federal Government took too much of an interest. Housing is clearly 
a local responsibility, a State responsibility. The Federal program is one of 
assistance to that program. 

And also, when he speaks of the importance of considering the 
whole budget, and makes reference to the military, which then was 
absorbing, he estimated, some $50 billion, it is not too different a 
situation from what we face right today. 

And then he spoke of the tax burden : 

But there it is, and until that problem is solved—because the total tax burden 
today is so great that in my opinion you can’t continue a free economy. If that 
size of tax burden, 26 percent taxes for the Federal Government, 7 percent 
more for State and local; 33 percent—a third of the people’s income used for 
gov you can keep a free economy myself over about 25 
percent. We've got a job to balance the budget, we’ve got the job to get it 
back to a reasonabie burden of government, and during that period it is very 
difficult to start an increase in domestic programs. 

I think that is a very apt doctrine for this committee to have in 
mind as we proceed with our deliberations, and I am grateful to the 
chairman for having given us the opportunity to hear that speech. 

Senator Sparkman. Thank you, Senator Bush. 

Senator CLark. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SParKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator Ciark. I do no think we ought to get into an argument 
between members of the committee at this point, and I do not intend | 
to. I would like, however, since the Senator from Connecticut has 





take 
read 
My 
slwa} 
of ph 
progi 
the | 
in ac 
housi 
Tl 
job 
toth 
Se 
I as 
Se 
Se 
ques 
tlon 
fori 
ask | 
Fe 
: 
fron 
with 
Se 
bi 
office 
May 
cert: 
Se 
Se 
ask 


(7 


We 
the I 
the l 

Ba: 
Auth 
1949 
Was j 
pletec 
contr: 
1,425 

In « 
the u 
years 

Th 
to loy 
unust 
| ning 
that 
authe 


r0- 
Leir 
| be 


»1'0- 
it I 
We 


ited 
y in 
lies, 


yack 
ator 
e to 


that 
ve | 
phy 
rom 
‘ing. 
h he 


gram 
early 
ne of 


the 
was 
nt a 


urden 
f that 


reent | 


d for 


ut 25 | 


get it 
; very 


ve in 
o the 
eech. 


ment 
rtend 
t has 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 603 


taken some excerpts from the middle of Senator Taft’s speech, to 
read back into the record the way the speech ended: 


My position on the general public housing program is the same as it’s 
glways been; exceedingly favorable. But I do feel that the general examination 
of philosophy is right. We should now give a reexamination of this particular 
program, and work out a program which I hope will insure to the people of 
the United States a constant keeping up with the population of this country 
jn adequate housing, and particularly provide the low-income families decent 
housing for themselves and their children. 

That is the job of this committee, Mr. Chairman. It is also the 
job of the administration. 1, for one, do not see how we can get on 
tothat job unless we override the President’s veto. 

Senator Bus. Mr. Chairman, before we get to the witness, maj 
I ask for the privilege of a couple of insertions in the record? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, indeed, Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. During our recent deliberations we went into the 
question of the Chicago program, and and I asked for some informa- 
tion dealing with that particular program, which I now have in the 
form of a memorandum entitled, “Chicago Low-Rent Program.” | 
ask that this be inserted in the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Following that, I ask consent of the committee that an editorial 
from the Chicago Daily News on this very subject, dealing specifically 
with this subject t, be placed in the record. 

Senator SpARKMAN. That will be done. 

By the way, before you move away from Chicago, I received in my 
office vesterd: ay, after I came back from the he: arings, a letter from 
Mayor Daley. You that he promised he was going to submit 
certain information. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Senator SparkMAN. And I believe it covers the same field. I would 
ask that that be placed in the record at the same place as yours. 

(The material submitted by Senator Bush follows :) 


PuBLIC HousING ADMINISTRATION 


CHICAGO Low-RENT PROGRAM 


We deem it incumbent to respond to testimony given to this committee that 
the Public Housing Administration is responsible for the delay experienced in 
the low-rent housing program at Chicago. 

Basic statistics regarding the contracting activities of the Chicago Housing 
Authority in the low-rent program since the enactment of the Housing Act of 
1949 are as follows: On August 17, 1949, a program reservation for 21,000 units 
Was issued to the local authority. To date, of these units, 8,587 have heen com- 
pleted; S85 are under construction; and 10,105 are under annual contributions 
contract but have not reached the construction start stage. The balance of 
1,425 continue in reservation status. 

In other words. the number of units in backlogged contracts at Chicago exceeds 
the units which have been constructed at Chicago over the period of the last 11 
years, 

The Chicago program is fraught with big city difficulties which are inherent 
to low-rent undertakings. These include slow and expensive land acquisition, 
unusual difficulties in relocating site occupants, and protracted periods of plan- 
hing and construction. The situation is worsened by the insistence of the city 
that low-rent projects be located on slum sites and the insistence of the local 
authority on project designs which do not permit an economical use of the site. 
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Expensive slum sites and extravagant design must result in costs which exceed 
the cost at which private builders are providing comparable decent, safe, and 
sanitary housing. 

Approximately 2 years ago on the basis of its experience with high-rise struc- 
tures the Chicago Housing Authority concluded that the best interest of low- 
income families requiring three, four, and five bedrooms would be served by 
placing such families in low-rise buildings of two to four stories. We agree with 
them. However, this cannot be done on expensive slum sites within approvable 
cost limits. 

Two recent cases demonstrate the general problem at Chicago. 

On February 3, 1958, representatives of the local authority, accompanied 
by Mayor Daley, visited Washington to urge approval of a plan for a series 
of proposed projects. This plan was for five-story walkup apartments. The 
estimated total per unit cost was $2,500. The Chicago officials were ad- 
vised that the Agency could not approve the proposal because the cost would be 
in excess of the amount at which private builders are producing decent hous- 
ing for middle-income families; and also because five-story walkups would be 
turning back the calendar in the development of housing. After some dis- 
cussion Mayor Daley agreed with the decision, particularly the premises that 
it would be difficult to defend public housing which costs more than comparable 
private housing. 

Again on February 13 of this year, officials of the local authority visited 
Washington to urge that plans which had been questioned from economy stand- 
points be approved. These plans were for a project of 604 units, of which 
about one-half were to be row houses or row houses on row houses. The 
balance would be contained in a high rise gallery-type building. Since this 
design will provide a high ratio of exterior wall to floor space, it is consid- 
erably more costly than the usual design contemplating interior corridors or 
cross-type plans. The design also called for community laundries on each 
floor. 

It was the Agency’s opinion that the cost of this project would be exces 
sive. The local authority officials insisted that it could be built for a per 
unit cost of less than $17,000. Because of their insistence and with due re 
gard to the local character of the program, we reluctantly agreed to permit 
them to take bids for the construction of the project. Bids were opened on | 
March 17, 1959. The lowest bid would have produced a total per unit cost 
of $20,580. The bids had to be rejected and the project is being redesigned. 

Irrefutable evidence that the cost difficulties encountered were due to de 
sign and not to cost conditions in the locality may be adduced through com- 
parison with a New York City project which was bid at or about the same 
time. Notwithstanding a 17.8 percent higher cost index for high rise concrete 
apartment buildings in the locality, the bidding on the New York project 
produced a total per unit cost of $15,340. 

A detailed comparison of the bidding on the two projects is submitted for the 
record. It will be noted from the analysis contained in this comparison that 
if adjustments are made in design and room ratio factors, a per unit cost 
of $14,208 might have been achieved in Chicago. 

We also would like to submit for the record a detailed statement of the 
eontracting activities of the Chicago local authority since the enactment of 
the Housing Act of 1949. This statement will show the current status of all | 
projects undertaken by the local authority. 
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Comparison of bids received on project ILL-2-34, Chicago with project NY-5-34, 
New York 





| ILL-2-34 | NY-5-34 

= i accepts et ala clash pti cae eee a a crac eco 
aa | | 
MR ORMOE cnc n dene cases Lia ‘ : ..| Mar. 17, 1959 Mar. 19, 1959 
Overhead..-.- sc ekevhitn iano ; i+titersoabebenindwnss -------] $244 $295 
Interest . . ‘ —_ tine ace iisnmipiceeumen ee oe | 587 341 
Initial operating deficit- Be ean Ti Re Soper ee WS 25 
Planning : - 52 ee aS 375 582 
Site acquisition... -. : wii iciapisi-shieecaerein ep caeaaiaeleiaoe oe = a 2, 020 | 2, 646 
Gomstructinon NG GGUuUIDIMONt. . ... .... 20-2 onncsseeccn ns c-esass-e | 16, 903 10, 857 

Total....--- ; pence idea awe eee eeesecace 20, 129 | 14, 746 
Contingency. .--.-. e inpraerainwte ee peers ee ‘ 451 | 594 

fotal development cost-.---- : tgs tence tn gb tales dee Sa Nh ae a 20, 580 15, 340 
Number of units_--. ietineeRneE eee a le 2 Se ie a 604 998 
a cen cin ss A Sm ae aie ky =e sos dh lace ws ce oe Sade aed 5. 76 | 4.76 
Structure room Cost- - - SEE PERS Re ; oan $2, 649 | $2, 156 
Low bids : . ‘iuiataraoe ; Be camps 7 re $9, 956, 690 | $9, 966, 505 
Prebid estimates - - - -- Sptencalah wales ane pea secalies do amie teenis meetin $7, 521, 234 $11, 034, 000 


Type of structures and number of bidders 


Type of structure | Number of Units 
| bidders 
Bid No. 1 
1 4-story building i ‘ \ 4 if 12 
1 8-story building : Se ge __..\f \ 72 
Total | 84 
Bid No. 2 
7 4-story buildings...............--.- ac sacdeenpiann ied ec cninein Ws ea acs eteed l 3 90 
6 2-story buildings-- ii Jae nihanwpaempen eek S un ceee wa J \ 38 
Total . suai pa te et : ae 128 


Bid No. 3: | - 
3 8-story buildings.............---- eaaieiend Siar : \ 4 f 216 


13 4-story buildings-- \ 176 
Total_....- Paueiconcwenws saiciahece ; os 392 
Bid No. 4: 


16-story apartments 








General. - - _- . ( 7 
Heating - J pale < ‘ ‘ on 4 
Electric. _ - - Sl aed . — z 3 12 
Plumbing mea Sac aha aie acamidminuseeiameian | | y 
Elevators eae iat eel nh etn tg a 5 
Total, 31 buildings--.-- Sine beenain cacao ome aeiees ; ass 604 
{djusting NY-5-34 to comparable room ratio of ILL—2-34 and increasing 
contingency on ILL-2-84 to 5 percent to compare with N Y-5-34 
| ILL-2-34 NY $4 
Construction and equipment - --- $16, 903 $12, 537 
Subtotal ecaadonied ; s 20, 129 16, 840 
Contingency - - ; s - 1. Of 75 
TDC i ; Satelepies art one 21, 135 16, 915 


The Boeckh Index for February 1959 shows construction costs for concrete hi-rise apartment buildings 
to be 17.8 percent higher in New York than in Chicago 

If bidding conditions, design, and size were the same for a project in each of the 2 cities, this index would 
tend to indicate that for a total unit cost $16,915 in New York, a total unit cost of $14,208 might be achieved 
in Chicago. 
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[Chicago Daily News, July 29, 1959]) 


A MATTER FoR DALEY TO TACKLE—HIGcuH Costs CREATE Crtry’s PUBLIC Housting 
PROBLEM 


There was a certain irony in Mayor Daley’s appearance before a U.S. Senate 
subcommittee considering housing legislation. As a powerful Democratic 
leader, he has contributed mightly to the trend toward centralizing in Wash- 
ington both tax revenues and the authority to spend them. 

Yet the burden of his complaint was that the cities are thus left without 
the resources to finance their own projects, and that bureaucratic redtape in- 
terferes with the use even of those funds returned by the Federal Government. 

A major bone of contention is the restriction on building costs imposed by 
the Federal overseer, the Public Housing Administration. Its limit of $17,500 
for a housing unit limits Chicago to the high-rise, factory type of building which 
has become familiar. 

The Chicago housers want to build row houses with four-bedroom units for 
large families. Many maintenance problems arise from the fact that mothers 
can’t supervise their children by remote control from a vast building. 

But such row houses cannot be built here for $17,500 a unit. There has 
never been a satisfactory explanation for the high costs both of construction 
and maintenance here. Building labor wages and land are both higher in New 
York than in Chicago, but per-room costs of public housing are some 22 percent 
higher here. 

A year ago there was a monumental hassle between the PHA and the Chicago 
Housing Authority because maintenance costs here were 40 to 80 percent higher 
than in other cities. PHA contended that labor unions were adding $300,000 of 
needless costs yearly by make-work rules and overstaffing. 

A few years ago, realtor Arthur Rubloff built some three-bedroom row houses 
on the South Side that sold for $12,900. This seems to be a demonstration 
that private management can accomplish what the CHA says it can’t. Fur- 
thermore, the Rubloff houses won awards for architectural excellence. 

Mayor Daley did not directly criticize President Eisenhower’s veto of the 
Democratic-backed, $1.37 billion housing bill of 1959. He contended, however, 
that urban renewal programs were anti-inflationary by obviating the need for 
new utility and municipal installations in an ever-expanding metropolitan area. 

Nobody would agrue that it makes any sense to abandon portions of Chicago 
to blight and duplicate the city elsewhere. But insofar as housing is con- 
cerned, this city has a 4-year program underway and won’t suffer from a pause 
in new authorizations. Lack of new funds for land clearance and urban re 
newal projects would be more serious. 

No one knows better than Mayor Daley that the same tax moneys can’t be 
used more than once, and President Eisenhower's problem is to spend what is 
available—and that only—to the best purpose. 

The answer to Chicago’s problem therefore, becomes apparent. It lies in 
the problem of tackling public housing costs as vigorously as the mayor as- 
sailed Federal redtape and in pressing for a housing bill that the President 
will not veto as extravagant. 


(The material submitted by Senator Sparkman follows:) 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
C1Ty oF CHICAGO, 
July 29, 1959. 
Senator JOHN SPARKMAN, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: At the public hearing last Monday, members of your com- 
mittee requested that the city of Chicago present a detailed report concerning 
the delays caused by the Public Housing Administration to Chicago’s housing 
program. 

Attached is a report by Commissioner of Public Housing Alvin Rose which sets 
forth in detail the actions of the Public Housing Administration which have 
impeded and delayed the city’s housing program. 

May I again express my appreciation to your committee for the opportunity 
to be heard on behalf of the U.S. conference of mayors and the city of Chicago. 

Sincerely, 


tICHARD J. DALEY, Mayor. 
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Cuicaeo Housing AUTHORITY, 
Chicago, Iil., July 29, 1959. 

Hon. RicHARD J. DALEy, 

Mayor of the City of Chicago, 

Mayor’s Office, City Hail, 

Chicago, Ill. 

DEAR Mayor DALEY: In response to your request for a report on the status 
of the public housing program in Chicago and the reasons why the Chicago Hous- 
ing Authority has been unable to meet its construction schedule, I am submitting 
to you this detailed statement of the delays emanating from PHA’s Washington 
office which have continually impeded our progress, bringing our program to a 
virtual standstill. 

At the outset, it should be stated that even under normal circumstances com- 
pletion of a housing development is a time-consuming operation. Site selec- 
tion, approval of the site by the city council which involves public hearings, prepa- 
ration of a development program, land appraisals, site acquisition which may be 
yolve controverted proceedings in eminent domain, relocation of site occupants, 
preparation of plans and specifications, with approvals to be secured from PHA 
at critical points—all of this must precede award of a construction contract. 
Three years, On an average, is the length of time it takes prior to breaking of 
ground. 

What CHA has been confronted with in recent years, however, are unreason- 
able delays and stumbling blocks over and beyond the normal expected delays 
inherent in the nature of our operations. These delays have seriously affected, 
in one way or another, expeditious construction of approximately 7,920 dwelling 
units (1,534 of our total allocation of 10,105 units were just approved, June 30 
of this year, when they were included under the consolidated annual contribu- 
tions contract). CHA protested these unreasonable delays in a detailed com- 
munication to Commissioner Slusser on February 5, 1959, preliminary to a top- 
level meeting with him in Washington, February 13, 1959. In order that you 
may be specifically advised of our difficulties, may I quote in full our letter of 
February 5 to the Commissioner : 

“FEBRUARY 5, 1959. 
“Hon. CHARLES E. SLUSSER, 
“Commissioner, Public Housing Administration, 
“Washington, D.C. 

“DeaR COMMISSIONER: Your willingness to meet with the members of the 
board of this authority to try to resolve serious delays in construction starts 
that we have been encountering at the staff level during the past several 
mouths, is deeply appreciated. 

“Present for the conference in your office at 3 p.m., on Friday, February 13, 
1959, will be Mr. Joseph P. Sullivan, chairman, Mr. John R. Fugard, member of 
the board, Mr. Alvin E. Rose, executive director, and Mr. William Hasskarl, 
director of development. 

“In order not to impose unduly on your time, and as background for our 
discussion, we should like to set down herewith, in some detail, the basis for 
our concern and, in effect, present evidence of the seriousness of the situation 
with which we are confronted. 

“Briefly, we are firmly convinced, that unless we obtain some relief from past 
and present. delays in receiving approvals to proceed with construction, the 
major portion of our entire program of over 8,500 units now in the preconstruc- 
tion stage is in jeopardy. Construction starts have already been delayed on these 
units for from 4 to 12 months, threatening an increase in the cost of construction 
of almost $2 million. 

“Crux of our problem, as you will see from the following, are manual changes 
we have received from your Washington staff after we have started work on 
designs that were acceptable and complied with all regulations at the time as- 
signments were given to our architects. 

“In the past, under normal procedures established by the PHA, this au- 
thority has usually started construction on slum clearance areas within 3 years 
after initial approval of the development programs, in spite of the time-consum- 
ing PHA practices that must. be observed in land acquisition procedure. How- 
ever, vacant land areas involved allowed us to schedule initial construction on 

these projects for March 1958. 

“Repeated delays have placed this authority in an embarrassing and untenable 
position in our relationship with architects, city officials, executives of other 
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agencies engaged in urban renewal whose plans are contingent on our housing 
of low-income families to be relocated, and with the general public. We now 
have many acres of cleared land on which construction could and should have 
started nearly a year ago. Today we cannot even schedule our work or give an 
intelligent estimate as to when construction of various projects will be started, 
Sites have been acquired to accommodate 2,288 of these 8,500 units and is 98 
percent acquired for an additional 1,576. Ninety-four percent of the families 
on the sites for these 3,864 units have been relocated. 

“Building construction costs in the Chicago area increased by 7.8 percent 
from December 1955 to December 1957 and by 6.4 percent from December 1957 to 
December 1958, for an average of 4.7 percent per year which, when added to the 
increased overhead and interest expense occasioned by delays, amounts to an 
increase in the total development cost of approximately $600 per dwelling unit 
for each year of delay without considering extra architectural fees necessitated 
by changing plans after they have been prepared. These delays could result in 
the total development costs of many of our prospects exceeding $17,000 per dwell- 
ing unit. Unless there is a sudden downtrend in construction costs in Chicago, 
which is unlikely, there is no question but that the delays hereafter described will 
result in extra construction costs of about $2 million on these 8,500 units which 
could and should have been avoided. 

“Undoubtedly, you could not personally be aware of many of the following 
actions which have and still are causing delays in the initiation of construction 
with resulting increases in development costs. May we now bring them to your 
attention. 

“Early in 1955 it was determined there was a need for many additional units 
of low-rent housing in Chicago and that to accommodate the families eligible 
therefor, the majority of these units should contain three or more bedrooms. 
Because of the problems inherent in housing many large families in elevator 
buildings, considerable research was performed to determine how more large 
families could be housed in walkup buildings and yet keep total development 
costs within your limitations. The result was a proposal to construct four-story 
row-on-row buildings which had been successfully built and operated in other 
cities for both low- and middle-income families. Gen. W. B. Kean and Mr. C. E. 
Humphrey of this authority, and Mr. Wm. E. Bergeron, your regional director, 
attended a meeting with you and your staff on April 25, 1955, relative to this 
building concept and total development costs for the 3,516 units to be included 
in Projects Illinois 2-31 to 2-35, inclusive. At that time it was agreed that the 
four-story row-on-row concept would be used and that our proposed total devel- 
opment cost of not to exeeed $16,000 per dwelling unit for any one project, with 
an average total development cost of $15,500 per dwelling unit for the five proj- 
ects, was acceptable. Development programs were prepared on this basis and 
received final approval on June 28, 1955. 

“However, on that same date, a communication from your Washington staff 
to your regional director stated that, while the development programs had been 
approved, the four-story row-on-row building was generally unsatisfactory for 
use in the PHA-aided program and strongly recommended against its use. Many 
telephone conversations and meetings were held in an effort to dispose of this 
comment by your Washington staff for it was impossible for this authority, your 
regional office, and the architects to hold working agreement conferences and 
agree on the planning of these projects when your Washington staff had, in 
effect, withdrawn approval of the four-story building and the construction of 
two- and three-story buildings could not be accomplished under the cost limita- 
tions. In the meantime, land acquisition and relocation were not pushed be 
cause, from a humane as well as a public relations standpoint, we feel it is a 
serious mistake to dispossess families and clear land without being ready to 
build. It was not until July 19, 1957, over 2 years after approval of the develop- 
ment programs, that this exception was removed and the staff of this authority 
was in a position to authorize the architects to proceed with a building concept 
which had been cleared in your Washington office on April 25, 1955. 

“With this problem finally out of the way, and taking into consideration past 
experiences on site acquisition, relocation, and the time required to prepare and 
obtain PHA approval of drawings and specifications, the staff of this authority 
scheduled the various phases of development for these and other approved proj- 
ects so the work could proceed in an orderly manner. 

“The first project of this group for which the architects’ plans and specifica- 
tions were ready for review by your regional office was Project Illinois 2-34, 
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submitted on November 18, 1957. By this time construction costs in the Chicago 
area had risen to a point where the development of this, as well as other proj- 
ects, with no changes from the plans submitted in June 1955, would exceed a 
total development cost of $17,000 per dwelling unit. Conferences with you and 
your staff in your office on February 4, 1958, resulted in an admonition that the 
$17,000 limitation, established at an earlier date and without consideration 
for the size of units in a project or the increases in construction costs, 
could not be exceeded. That left this authority and the city administration with 
one of the following decisions to make: (1) Should sound and sensible planning 
concepts be ignored and site densities increased so that the reduction in land 
costs per dwelling could absorb the rise in construction costs; or (2) should low- 
income families living in unsafe and unsanitary buildings be left in this environ- 
ment, and should the city’s urban renewal and highway programs be delayed. 
While neither this authority nor the city’s commissioner of planning could 
agree with the decision of PHA, it was accepted in view of the humane element 
involved. Site densities for all projects not under construction were increased 
by an average of 11 percent and revised development programs were submitted 
to PHA for approval. 

“Meanwhile, we had no recourse except to advise the architects to stop work 
until these revised development programs were approved. 

“Upon receiving this approval on May 26, 1958, our architects were instructed 
to proceed with utmost speed in accordance with sketch plans and outline 
specifications approved by this authority and your regional office. 

“Final plans and specifications were nearing completion on Project Illinois 
2-34, with many others in an advanced stage, when in early October 1958, this 
authority received a manual release which prescribed a minimum width of 
buildings and a maximum width of galleries. that would receive PHA approval. 
This new limitation applied to all projects not under construction. Again we 
were in the embarrassing position of advising our architects to stop work until 
these restrictions were resolved. 

“A request for a waiver from these new limitations for Projects Illinois 2-30, 
31. 35. and 36 was detailed in this authority’s letter of October 14, 1958, to your 
regional director explaining the reasons behind a request to continue a practice 
which had been proven, in over 8 years of construction and operations, as being 
more livable, of less initial cost than double-loaded corridors, and more economi- 
cal from an operation standpoint. On December 15, 1958, waivers were granted 
for Projects Illinois 2-30, 31, and 36. Action on a waiver for Project Illinois 
2-35 was withheld pending this authority’s answer to routine PHA comments 
which normally accompany a review of preliminary drawings. 

“On December 12, 1958, 3 days prior to clearance on three projects for build- 
ing and gallery widths, this authority was advised by letter from PHA that the 
location of laundries on dwelling floors would no longer be permitted. This 
mandate again applied to all projects not under construction, regardless of how 
far architectural plans had progressed. A thorough study of unsatisfactory 
tenant laundry facilities and operations, initiated by this authority in 1953, re- 
sulted in all elevator buildings, except those on which plans had been essentially 
completed, constructed by us since 1955 having, with approval of PHA, laundries 
on individual floors. This arrangement, on which 1,847 dwelling units are in 
operation and 995 are under construction, has proved more eeonomical than 
basement laundries, both as to development and operating costs. Our request 
for a waiver from this newest ruling was forwarded on January 6, 1959. On 
February 2, 1959, we received verbal clearance for Project Illinois 2-34. Be- 
cause of these new restrictions on laundry locations and widths of buildings 
and galleries, architects’ operations have been practically closed down for the 
past 4 months. 

“In addition to the above items of delay which apply to all projects on which 
construetion has not started, except Project Illinois 2-33, stage I, there is a 
further holdup on Project Illinois 2-35. On September 14, 1958, approximately 
1 month after the working agreement conference, this authority was requested 
by your regional office to study the feasibility of combining the heating plant 
operations of Project IHinois 2-19, now occupied, and Project Illinois 2~35, to be 
constructed adjacent thereto. A thorough analysis of design calculations, con- 
struction costs and operation economies resulted in a finding that the enlarging 
and reequipping of the heating plant of Project Illinois 2-19, while costing 

),000 more than the construction of a separate plant for Illinois 2-35, would, 
based on present fuel and labor costs, result in an annual savings in operating 
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costs of $11,000. Therefore, on October 15, 1958, this authority agreed that the 
Illinois 2-19 plant should be expanded and reequipped to supply heat to both 
projects. Your regional office, of course, concurred, because it was their 
suggestion in the first place and requested approval of your Washington staff. 
To date, after over 34% months, we cannot get a decision either to combine the 
plants or to construct a separate plant for Illinois 2-35. Either is acceptable 
to this authority. All we would like ts a decision, so we may get on with our 
work. 

“For reasons heretofore enumerated, we are deeply concerned, and locally 
embarrassed, by the repeated delays your Washington staff has caused us in 
our efforts to provide additional, sorely needed housing for low-income families 
in Chicago. 

“In addition to the foregoing, we would like to discuss the following: 

“(1) Our request to construct four-bedroom units with two oversize bedrooms 
in lieu of five-bedroom units, a scheme which has worked well in our city-State 
program and is less costly. 

“(2) Our central office building which you approved in principle a year ago 
and for which we have been attempting to obtain approval of a development 
program since April 2, 1958. 

“Very truly yours, 
“JOSEPH P. SULLIVAN, Chairman, 
“MARTIN J. DWYER. 
“CHARLES R. SWIBEL. 
“THEOPHILUS M. MANN. 
“JOHN R. FuGarp.” 


Subsequent to the foregoing letter, CHA top staff, together with the chair- 
man of the board of commissioners, met with Commissioner Slusser in Washing- 
ton on February 18, 1959. At that time, or shortly thereafter, most of the mat- 
ters raised in the letter were resolved. Certainly, we thought they were re 
solved. 

Much to our amazement and dismay, however, the so-called “gallery design” 
issue has come to life again and, in recent months, has continued to hamper our 
progress. As a matter of fact, because PHA now insists upon reconsidering 
this matter, all design work has come to a halt on Projects Illinois 2-30, 2-31, 
2-35, and 2-37. Obviously, construction starts on these projects must be pushed 
ahead once again. 

The “gallery design” issue, referred to above, stems from a PHA regulation 
which restricts the width of galleries to be constructed. CHA had, previous to 
the letter of February 5, 1959, requested PHA to waive this regulation in con- 
nection with the design of all projects in the planning stages. As a result of the 
meeting of February 13, 1959, representatives from the Washington office visited 
Chicago and, subsequently, CHA received waivers of the gallery widths for 
Projects Illinois 2-34 and 2-35, and previous waivers were reinstated for Proj- 
ects Illinois 2-30, 2-31, and 2-36. It was our definite understanding that the 
controversy was finally resolved after an impasse of many months’ duration. 
Now, after all these months, we are once more faced with further delays aris- 
ing out of the gallery design controversy. This time the issue is not the “width” 
of the galleries, but involves the basic design concept of the exterior gallery 
structure. Certainly, we had every right to assume that when Washington 
finally issued its waiver on the width of galleries and buildings, it had ap- 
proved the concept of the exterior gallery-type structure. 

So that a clear picture may be had of the time factors and resulting delays 
caused by PHA’s “reconsideration” of the gallery issue, I herewith detail the 
history and status of each of the projects involved : 


Project Ilinois 2-30 


In October of 1958 this authority received a manual release from PHA which, 
for the first time, prescribed a minimum width of buildings and a maximum 
width of galleries for all projects not in construction. Pursuant to CHA’s re 
quest of October 14, 1958, PHA issued its waiver of this regulation on Decem- 
ber 15, 1958, to permit construction of a 7-foot gallery structure for this project. 
However, the validity of the 7-foot gallery was called into serious question 
thereafter in connection with the approval of the development program for 
Project Illinois 2-34. Altogether there were many months of discussion, ex- 
change of correspondence, submittal of documents and justifications and, finally, 
the top-level conference in Washington, referred to previously, which resulted 
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in the temporary unblocking of Project Illinois 2-34, as well as releasing Project 
Illinois 2-30 from any further doubt as to the 7-foot gallery. 

On June 11, 1959, we submitted preliminary working agreement forms to PHA, 
which incorporated the gallery design concept. Despite the fact that we have 
previously received approval of the 7-foot gallery, approval is presently being 
withheld, pending PHA’s reconsideration of this issue. We are unable to pro- 
ceed until this matter is resolved, and the architect has been instructed to sus- 
pend all work until further notice. 

Project Illinois 2-31 

Waiver on widths of galleries and buildings for this project were issued at the 
same time as the waiver for Project Illinois 2-30, i.e., December 15, 1958. Pre- 
linimary documents were submitted to PHA on April 1, 1959. As of this date, 
we have not received PHA approval. It is our understanding that indecision 
on the gallery issue is holding up final approval. 

Here, again, we are faced with PHA’s reconsideration of the design concept 
despite the fact that we have previously received approval of the 7-foot gallery- 
type structure. The architects have been unable to proceed with their work, 
awaiting approval of preliminary documents. 


Project Illinois 2-35 


Preliminary documents were submitted to PHA for review and approval on 
September 2, 1958. However, the controversy relating to the widths of the 
galleries referred to above under Project Illinois 2-30 delayed approval. A 
waiver on the widths of the galleries and buildings was finally issued by PHA on 
March 6, 1959. 

Under letter dated March 17, 1959, from the regional office, PHA approved 
the preliminary documents, subject only to revisions of the laundry areas. 
These changes were made by CHA and revised plans, showing the laundry 
areas reduced as requested, were transmitted to PHA on April 3, 1959. As of 
this date, final approval of the preliminary documents has not been received 
from PHA. 

In this case we have received a waiver on the widths of galleries and, in ad- 
dition, have complied with the only condition imposed by PHA to its approval 
of the preliminary documents. Despite these facts, we still do not have ap- 
proval, and the architect is unable to proceed with final plans and specifications. 
Project Illinois 2-37 

CHA requested waiver on the widths of the galleries and buildings for this 
project under letter of March 2, 1959. We have had no response to this re- 
quest, even though we have received the waivers of gallery widths in connection 
with Projects Illinois 2-80, 2-81, 2-84, 2-35, and 2-86. Working agreement 
forms, incorporating the gallery design concept, were submitted to PHA June 
12,1959. Although we have requested PHA to participate in a working agree- 
ment conference, we have been advised that such a meeting will be postponed 
indefinitely until the gallery issue is settled. The architect, of course, is unable 
to proceed with plans and specifications until the matter is resolved. 

Insofar as the relative merits and costs of central corridor versus gallery-type 
structures are concerned, CHA staff has submitted to the regional office of PHA, 
under letters dated February 17, 1958, May 7, 1959, and May 20, 1959, cost data 
which establishes that galleries are no more expensive than central corridors. 
In fact, the comparison of costs between central corridors on Project Illinois 
2-19, stage II, and galleries on Project Illinois 2-20, stage I, indicate that the 
galleries are less expensive. In addition to this fact, our experience makes it 
clear that galleries are the most satisfactory from both management and tenant 
standpoint. The gallery buildings are the least expensive to maintain since 
tenants perform some cleaning tasks which are performed by janitors in central 
corridor buildings. Further, many secluded areas, normally associated with 
corridor buildings, are eliminated, thus drastically reducing vandalism. 

Regarding our inability to proceed with the construction of Project Illinois 
2-34, which is designed to meet Chicago’s pressing need for several hundred 
large low-income family units: Bids on this project, which contain an average 
of 3.27 bedrooms per dwelling unit, were opened on March 17, 1959. On the 
basis of the lowest bids submitted, construction costs amounted to $2,727 per 
room, and $16,485 per dwelling unit, establishing an estimated total development 
cost of $20,580 per dwelling unit; the term “total development cost” includes, in 
addition to construction costs, the cost of planning, acquiring slumland, demoli- 
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tion of slum buildings, equipment such as stoves and refrigerators, landscaping, 
interest on the money borrowed to finance development, as well as administra- 
tive overhead costs and a 5-percent contingency fund. 

Although the construction costs established by these bids do not exceed the 
statutory limits of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937, as amended, i.e., $2,750 per 
room, the total development cost per dwelling unit does exceed the $17,000 limi- 
tation administratively imposed by the Public Housing Administration. Be 
cause of Commissioner Slusser’s ruling that total development costs for any 
public housing project shall not exceed $17,000 per dwelling unit, the PHA took 
the firm position that they would not approve award of Project Illinois 2-34 on 
the basis of the bids received. Faced with this ultimatum, the Chicago Housing 
Authority rejected the bids and appointed a committee composed of representa- 
tives of the American Institute of Architects, the Chicago Building Trades Coun- 
cil, the Builders’ Association, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, 
and the American Society of Civil Engineers, to analyze the cost picture on 
Project Illinois 2-34 and to advise the Chicago Housing Authority Commis- 
sioners how further economies could be effected. We now are awaiting the 
results of this study. 

In completing this report, I must comment on the recent charge that Chicago 
has been “dragging its feet’ with regard tv constructing its current allocation 
of 10,105 low-rent apartments. As you know, such an assertion has been made 
in support of the spurious contention that there is no urgency for extending 
the public housing program either in Chicago or in the country. On the con- 
trary, the record as detailed above belies this charge. 

Insofar as Chicago’s need for additional public housing is concerned, again 
the record speaks for itself. The city’s allocation of low-rent apartments, ap- 
proved by PHA in 1956, was based on established need. Nonetheless, PHA 
reduced Chicago’s allotment by 1,425 units in June of this year, when it devel- 
oped that there were not enough units remaining under existing legislation to 
meet the requests of housing authorities throughout the country. The amount 
of the cutback is a minimum figure of the city’s needs in addition to its present 
allocation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ALVIN E. Rose, 
Evecutive Director. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Now you can move on. 

Senator Busy. The difficulty in Chicago appears to be high cost, 
and this memorandum deals with that and so does the editorial. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that a memorandum 
prepared at my request, analyzing the public housing situation in 
Philadelphia and referring to the memorandum introduced into the 
record by Senator Clark, be introduced into the record at this point. 

Senator SparKMAN. Without objection, we will do that. 

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection, of course, to 
that statement being placed in the record. I would appreciate the 
courtesy of having a copy of it. And I wonder if the Senator could 
tell us who prepared the statement. 

Senator Busu. This was prepared by the HHFA. 

Senator Crark. Thank you. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


PusBLic HousING ADMINISTRATION 


MEMORANDUM PREPARED AT THE REQUEST OF SENATOR BUSH ANALYZING THE PUBLIC 
HOUSING SITUATION IN PHILADELPHIA AND REFERRING TO THE MEMORANDUM IN- 
TRODUCED INTO THE RECORD BY SENATOR CLARK. (See p. 294) 


Senator Clark’s memorandum referred to over 10,000 low-rent housing units 
in Philadelphia which are now in operation. However, it should be noted that 
2,990 of these units were provided under the United States Housing Act of 1937 
and 2,652 are in federally built PWA and defense housing projects which have 
been transferred to low-rent use. 
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As of June 30, 1959, only 4,552 units have been completed under the 1949 act. 
This is less than one-half of the 10,000 units reserved for Philadelphia as long 
ago as August 31, 1949. It is also less than one-half of the 10,220 units placed 
under annual contributions contract under the 1949 act. 

Of the 4,552 units completed under the 1949 act, all but 43 were placed under 
annual contributions contract during the period from November 1950 through 
April 1953. Thus, almost all of the completed units were placed under contract 
over 6 years ago. 

In the past 31% years, only three projects containing 415 units were completed 
to the point of initial occupancy, and only 48 of the units reached this stage 
since September 1957. 

Senator Clark has also submitted figures for the Philadelphia low-rent hous- 
ing program indicating that 539 units are being held up due to boundary or 
major planning questions (such as final expressway location) ; that 820 units 
are for recently selected sites, with processing in varying stages; that 600 are 
surplus units from projects replanned; and that 1,730 units are in a general 
program reservation not yet allocated te any site. We have no basis for ques- 
tioning the accuracy of these figures, although the classifications are such that 
it is difficult to identify the specific units referred to in the memorandum. At- 
tached hereto is a detailed analysis of the present status of each public housing 
project in Philadelphia under the Housing Act of 1949. We do note that the 
figures in Senator Clark’s memorandum represent a very substantial number 
of units in a very early stage of planning. 

The Philadelphia program suffers from “big city” difficulties which are in- 
herent to low-rent undertakings. These include slow and expensive land acqui- 
sition, unusual difficulties in relocating site occupants, and protracted con- 
struction periods. The situation is worsened by the insistence of the city that 
low-rent projects be located on slum sites and the desire of both the city and 
local authority that project design follow the normal row-house pattern of the 
city. Expensive slum sites and row houses result in costs which exceed the 
cost at which private builders are providing comparable decent housing in the 
locality. 

The local authority has been diligently pursuing solutions to its problems. It 
has initiated a program of providing low-rent housing through the acquisition 
and rehabilitation of existing individual row houses. It also is considering pur- 
chasing new row houses on turnkey basis from private builders. 

Two recent cases demonstrate some of the difficulties at Philadelphia. 

The PHA and the local authority entered into an annual contributions con- 
tract for a project to comprise approximately 650 units under date of June 30, 
1955. No site difficulties were contemplated as the local authority had acquired 
the proposed site in connection with the relinquishment of a temporary Lanham 
Act war housing project. It therefore proceeded with planning and incurred 
costs of approximately $600,000. The city council has now determined that low- 
rent housing should not be located on this site. Fortunately, the increased value 
of the real property will “bail out” the cost incurred. There also is a possibility 
that 98 units of low-rent housing may be developed on the site. 

Another example is the above-referred-to scattered site project. This project 
was proposed to the PHA by Mayor Dilworth, leaders of local civic groups, and 
the local authority on January 15, 1958. Tentative approval was given to the 
project by the PHA at this meeting. Within a month from such date, PHA and 
local authority technicians worked out details for handling the acquisition, re- 
habilitation, and financing of the project. A contract (which had to be drafted 
substantially from “scratch” as the proposed project did not fit standard forms) 
was presented to the local authority. However, it was not until 10 months later 
that necessary technicalities in the cooperation agreement were approved by the 
city council. This project is to include 200 units. However, it was deemed desir- 
able to limit original acquisition to 25 houses in order to test its feasibility. The 
local authority has accomplished this phase of the project and demonstrated its 
feasibility to the satisfaction of the PHA. Unfortunately, litigation has been 
instituted against the local authority by opponents of the program who seek 
to stop the project. 

We would like to submit for the record a detailed statement of the contract- 
ing activities of the Philadelphia local authority since the enactment of the 
Housing Act of 1949. This statement will show the current status of all proj- 
ects undertaken by the local authority. 
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Senator Busn. And finally, Mr. Chairman, I have now a report 
which I asked for a few days ago. Reference has been made to the 
total cost of the HHFA’s programs, and sometimes it has been said 
that the Federal Government actually makes money on these pro- 
grams. And I have asked for an analysis of this which I now submit 
for the record, entitled “Net Budget Expenditures or Receipts, Net 
Assets and Government Equity With Respect to Enumerated Housing 
Programs as of June 30, 1958.” 

This shows there were net budgetary expenditures cumulative on 
each program as of when it began up to June 30, 1958, of $4,617 mil- 
lion; that the Government has in equity as of that date $4,322 million. 
The calculation of the net position discloses a net position of minus 
$1,033 million as of June 30, 1958. And here are the supporting 
figures. 

Senator SparKMAN. Without objection, that will be received. 
(The document referred to follows :) 








HOUSING 





AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 






Net budget expenditures or receipts (—), net assets and Government equity with 
respect to enumerated housing programs as of June 80, 1958 


{Millions of dollars, rounded to nearest hundred thousand] 
















Net Status of Government equity 
budgetary 
expenditure | a 
cumulative ! | 
| June 30, 1958 Net assets | Liabilities | Government 
| equity 
























| 
1. Salaries and expenses. ---------- ee ; ; alee ee 
2. College housing loans... --------- - : 373.7 378. 4 4.8 373.6 
3. Public facility loams_-__....-..-- --=------] 11.9 11.6 2 | 11.4 
Public works planning: | | | 
4. NN oe ec ook pecwe Seong 3.7 | Re snenvbesa -| 3.5 
5. Administrative expemses--_.........--.-- I, Bik scare eni - Sails Sobran 
Urban renewal: 
6. Revolving fund ____------ ; 199. 7 70.8 2.0 | 68.8 
Z, Administrative expenses____---- Boe BO i secbuiae eng uhcace piace Sethe se ade 
8. Urban planning grants- ------ Bae ; i ae Bae 1 Seg ds siecle 
9. Liquidation of certain expired programs ? 1, 856. 5 251. 1 2.2 248.9 
10. Community disposal (AEC towns) -_-__--_--- —24.8 | 14.0 5 13.5 
Federal National Mortgage Association: | 
11, Secondary market-.................---- 142.9 } SAU te ek noctss 150.3 
12. Special assistance___--_-_-_- ceed 151.0 164.5 3.5 161.0 
13. Management and liquidating___ i 1, 937.9 2, 305. 4 50.4 2, 255. 0 
14. Federal Housing Administration _____ i « —477.5 | 889. 5 246.2 | 5 643.3 
15. Public Housing Administration __ _- = 727.7 | 143. 1 39.7 | 103. 4 
3. Federal Home Loan Bank Board 9 & 290. 


Total 








CALCULATION OF NET POSITION 


Government equity as of June 30, 1958. _..............-.--.---...--.---- eee 
Deduct cash and investments of receipts already credited against expenditures: 
ed woth ig ee cecacunecn 
Liquidating programs ______- 
Community disposal (A EC towns) .- 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board__. 










Total. 
Net budgetary expenditures____-_- 






Net position (deficit) at June 30, 1958 


| From inception of each program to June 30, 1958. 

? Includes war and defense emergency housing programs, Alaska housing, prefabricated housing loans, 
war public works, defense community facilities, Ist and 2d advance planning programs, and certain public 
facility loans. 

’ Government side only; excludes operations financed with private capital and borrowings carried in 
trust fund section of the budget. 


_ + Excess of receipts from fees, premiums, and sale of property over costs of operation and settlement of 
insurance claims. 
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5 Includes reserves established from insurance fees and premiums. Insurance guarantees outstanding 
against the reserves amounted to $23.5 billion. 
6 Includes reserves established from insurance premiums. Contingent insured liability amounted to 


$41.6 billion. 
Note.—The above table ineludes the programs of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, and of the 













, 
0- Federal Home Loan Bank Board, which was a constituent agency of HH FA during a substantial part of 
it the time covered by the table. It does not include the expenditures and contingent liabilities of the 
Veterans’ Administration for direct and guaranteed home loans or those of the Department of Agriculture 
et for assistance to farm housing. 
1g NOTES ON COLUMN HEADINGS 
“Net budgetary expenditures” as shown in the Ist column are computed from Cumulative financing as 
on shown in the budget schedules. Due to special accounting treatment of a few unusual transactions, this 
] method can produce minor discrepancies from operations statements which are not available on a cumula- 
z tive-from-inception basis. Such discrepancies, however, would be negligible in magnitude in relation to 
totals. 
n. “Net assets’’ represent assets as shown in the balance sheets of the respective programs at June 30, 1958, 
is net of valuation reserves for losses on acquired properties and loans outstanding and similar items. Unex- 





pended balances of appropriations and Treasury borrowings have been eliminated except as noted. 

“Liabilities’’ are as reported on June 30, 1958, balance sheets. Current liabilities for programs financed 
with Treasury borrowings include accrued interest owed to Treasury. This is properly classified as a 
liability for the purposes of this table, as the figures do not reflect cost to Treasury of funds provided for 
these programs (which would somewhat exceed interest paid and accrued because of the statutory low 
interest rate on college housing). 

The PHA statement of financial condition as of June 30, 1958, as printed in the budget, does not include 
any liability for future annual contributions to be made pursuant to existing contracts under the low-rent 
housing program. GAO has contended that the principal amount of bonds and notes guaranteed should 
be shown as a liability in the financial! statement, and PHA statements now show thisentry. As of June 30, 
1958, this amount was approximately $38.1 billion. 

“Government equity’’ represents the difference between assets and liabilities at June 30, 1958. It is 
believed that the theoretieal amount which could be realized from liquidation of the assets on hand at least 
— _ probably exceeds the book value, but not in an amount significant in relation to the totals 
involved. 














NOTES ON INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS 







1. Salaries and erpenses.—Cumulative net budgetary expenditures from appropriation, ‘‘Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, Office of the Administrator, Salaries and expenses.” Excludes amounts appro- 
priated for administrative expenses of urban renewal and public works advance planning programs, shown 
separately in the table. 

2. College housing loans.—Expenditures reflect funds drawn from Treasury for loans, advances, and 
administrative expenses. Net assets consist primarily of loans reeeivable. Liabilities reflect accrued 
interest due Treasury and unearned fees for inspection and audit. 

8. Public facility loans —Expenditures represent funds drawn from Treasury for public facility loans 
and advances and administrative expense. Assets are loans receivable. Liabilities are accrued interest 
owed Treasury and unearned fees for inspection and audit. 

4. Public works planning— Revolving fund.—Expenses reflect advances made for planning. Assets rep- 
resent advances to be repaid. 

5. Public works planning—Administrative erpense.—Expenditures from appropriated funds for adminis- 
trative expenses of public works advance planning program. 

6. Urban renewal—Revoleing fund.—Expenditures represent grants paid from appropriated funds and 
net borrowings from Treasury for planning advances and project temporary loans. Assets consist of loans 
receivable from local public agencies. Liabilities reflect accrued interest owed Treasury and unearned fees 
for project audit and inspection. 

7. Urban renewal—Administrative erpenses.—Expenditures from appropriated funds for administrative 
expenses of urban renewal programs. 

8. Urban planning grants.—Expenditures from appropriated funds for matching grants for urban planning 
assistance. 

9. Liquidation of certain expired programs.—Expenditures were chiefly for construction of war and defense 
housing, for war public works loans and grants, and for a variety of special-purpose loans. Net expend- 
itures reduced by proceeds of property sales, amortization, and interest collected on Joans, etc. Assets 
consist mainly of mortgages acquired in disposition of properties, with lesser amounts in real property, 
bonds, and current receivables. Liabilities mainly represent accrued taxes and insyrance. 

10. Community disposal (AEC towns).—Expenditures column represents net receipts from sale of prop- 
erties and mortgages. Assets are almost entirely purchase money mortgages and improvement loans 
receivable. Liabilities are miscellaneous current accounts payable, earnest money deposits, etc. 

1l. FNMA secondary market.—Expenditures represent Government paid-in capital in secondary market 
program. Assets and Government equity are preferred stock held by Treasury and retained earnings. 
Excludes assets acquired by means of private nonguaranteed borrowings and offset by approximately 
equivalent liabilities. 

12. FNMA special assistance.—Expenditures reflect amounts drawn from Treasury for purchase of mort- 
gages under special assistance programs and for administrative expenses. Assets are almost entirely mort- 
gages held in portfolio. Liabilities include accrued interest due Treasury, deposits for insurance and taxes, 
prepayments on mortgages, and reserves for accrued annual leave. 

13. FNMA—Management and liquidating —This item is similar to special assistance but consists of 
mortgages acquired under operations prior to the 1954 Charter Act. Nature of expenditures, assets, and 
liabilities identical to No. 12 above. 

14. Federal Housing Administration —Expenditures column reflects net budgetary receipts from opera- 
tions. Assets consist of Government securities held as investments, assigned and Commissioner-held 
mortgages, acquired properties, defaulted title I notes, and certain miscellaneous items. Liabilities are 
mainly debentures in process and outstanding, with smaller amounts for accrued interest payable, unearned 
insurance premiums, and current accounts payable. 

15. Public Housing Administration.—Expenditures are mainly annual contributions to low-rent housing 
projects, with lesser amounts for net borrowings for planning and temporary loans, and amounts spent 
from appropriated funds for administrative expenses. Assets are loans receivable from local housing 
authorities, plus a handful of federally owned projects and farm labor camps. Liabilities represent unpaid 
accrued annual contributions and are offset by a like amount of cash in the assets column. 

16. Federal Home Loan Bank Board.—Expenditures column reflects net budgetary receipts from opera- 
tions. Assets are mainly reserves invested in Government securities, and liabilities mainly unearned 
nsurance premiums. 
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Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, while we are at it, in order to save 
time later I would like to ask unanimous consent to have placed in 
the record at this point a compilation entitled “Fact Sheet Replace- 
ment Housing 1959,” prepared under the direction of Representative 
Miller, of California. The document states the source for each of 
the statements. 

I have had in mind that I might want to ask Mr. Mason a few ques- 
tions about it later today. I think if we put it in the record now, if 
I make it available to him now, we can move ahead a little more quickly 
when the time comes to question him. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Fact sheet replacement housing, 1959 
Substandard nonfarm units in United States: 


House hearings, p. 189, William Wheaton___-__-----___- 13, 000, 000 
Ug I aoe cs eae es eae sania nines ni ae em pica eaesicico npn serie ote 9, 200, 000 
Number of public housing units built per year since 1937 (total, 
557,229; Library of Congress official figures) ___.___-__________ 25, 000 
Number of private houses built per year (10-year average) 
(National Association of Homebuilders) ~---------__---~-__- 1, 100, 000 


Dwelling units in public housing program as of Jan. 1, 1959 

(Congressional Digest, March 1959, based on official U.S. 

a a ei wma e 441, 000 
Committed authorizations, under construction and contract as 

of Jan. 1, 1959 (Congressional Digest, March 1959, based on 


NURI LT SO i acim n * 141, 000 
Dwelling units authorized but uncommitted (Banking and Cur- 

rency Committee, Housing Committee staff) _.._.___________ 5, 000 
Dwelling units as provided in Rains bill over 4-year period 

ca ose enian alee ic 35, 000 


Dwelling units needed per year as replacement for urban re- 
newal, highway, etc., programs (500,000 for 3 years) (ad- 


ministration testimony, p. 180, House hearing)?____________ 166, 000 
Replaced families eligible for public housing (49 percent; same 

I ea a 81, 340 
Eligible families who will avail themselves of public housing 

ieee ee, > URIS GROIN) nn cies 36, 520 


Dwelling units needed per year based on the increased urban re- 
newal program (Witness William Wheaton, National Housing 


Conference, at p. 184 of House hearings) ___--_____________-_ 200, 000-300, 000 
Eligible families who will use public housing based on his 
Sc 44, 000-66, 000 


2 These units are not available for current and future programs as some witnesses would 
have us infer (for example, Mr. Slusser at p. 34 of House hearings). 

2 Lower figures, as supplied in Banking and Currency Committee Report No. 86 at p. 28, 
are for fiscal 1958, 1959, and 1960, not future fiscal 1960, 1961, and 1962. 


Note.—Conclusion to be drawn from above: No matter whether one uses the conserva- 
tive figures of the administration or the more optimistic figures of Dr. Wheaton, the needed 
replacement units outnumber the units provided for by the Rains bill. 


Senator Sparkman. I think it may be helpful to the record at this 
point to place in it a memorandum that has been prepared showing 
the various steps that must be gone through in order to clear a public 
housing project. 

I may say that this memorandum was prepared by the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency. We had some testimony on it yesterday 
or the day before. I think this isclear. 

Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 

I think also it might be helpful to place in the record a memoran- 
dum that shows executive and congressional action relating to low- 
rent housing units from fiscal year 1951 through 1960. 
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(The documents referred to follow :) 


PUBLIC HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


OUTLINE OF STEPS IN FEDERALLY AIDED LOW-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING FROM LOCAL 
HOUSING AUTHORITY ORGANIZATION TO OCCUPANCY OF THE DWELLINGS 


1. The local housing authority—The local housing authority is a public cor- 
poration established under State law by the local governing body. It determines 
the need for low-rent housing in the community and operates any such housing. 

2. The application for housing.—The local housing authority submits an ap- 
plication to the PHA regional office. 

The program reservation.—A given number of dwellings are reserved for 
the local authority by PHA based on the local need as determined by survey. 

4. The preliminary loan.—A loan for preliminary expenses is made to the 
local housing authority following: 

(a) The local governing body’s passage of a resolution approving the 
local housing authority’s application for dwellings and for a preliminary 
loan. 

(b) The local governing body and the local housing authority’s execution 
of a cooperation agreement providing for payment in lieu of taxes and for 
the local governmental services necessary to the development and operation 
of the low-rent housing. 

(c) The HHFA Administrator’s approval of a workable program (a 
master plan for community improvements) or determination that there is 
a reasonable probability of the approval of such a workable program. 

(@) The Commissioner of the PHA recommends and the Administrator 
of the HHFA approves the preliminary loan. 

Preliminary loan funds are advanced to the local housing authority to pay sal- 
aries and expenses of an administrative staff; for architectural and other tech- 
nical services; and, if necessary, for a detailed housing survey to determine the 
local market. 

5. Site selection.—The local housing authority selects housing sites and ob- 
tains PHA’s approval. 

6. The development program and annual contributions contract.—The local 
housing authority submits to the PHA a development program which constitutes 
a detailed physical description of the proposed housing project. The develop- 
ment program is approved by the PHA regional director. The annual con- 
tributions contract is executed after the estimated total development cost and 
annual subsidy required for the proposed housing are recommended by the 
Commissioner and approved by the Administrator. 

7. Temporary financing.—After the development program and the annual con- 
tributions contract are approved, the preliminary loans are liquidated from ad- 
vances made under the annual contributions contract. Thereafter, such ad- 
vances and additional advances are made from temporary loans obtained by 
the local housing authority from private lenders. Funds are requisitioned by 
the local housing authority at regular intervals as approved by the PHA for 
architectural services, land purchase, administrative expenses, construction 
costs, etc. 

8. Major chronological steps.—Each of the following steps is taken by the 
local housing authority subject to PHA clearance or approval. 

(a) Land is purchased. 

(b) Occupants of slum clearance sites are relocated. 

(c) Final working drawings, specifications, and bid documents are com- 
pleted. 

(d@) Bids are advertised for construction. 

(e) Major construction contract is awarded. 

(f) Notice to proceed is issued to the general contractor. 

(gz) Architect supervises the construction. 

(kh) Applicant’s eligibility is checked. 

(i) Tenant are moved in. 

9. Permanent financing and the annual subsidy—Near the end of the con- 
struction period, the housing is permanently financed through the sale of bonds 
to private lenders. Temporary loans are paid off. 

An annual subsidy is paid to the local housing authority each year in suffi- 
cient amount to cover the interest and amortization on the long-term bonds 
minus residual receipts. The low-rent housing is operated from rents paid by 
the tenants. Any surplus income from rents becomes residual receipts. 
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Senator SparkMAN. Mr. Mason, will you come around with your 
associates. 

While these gentlemen are coming around, I should like to make 
this comment, tying in somewhat with what both Senator Bush and 
Senator Clark have said. 

I think all of us thoroughly enjoyed this playback of Senator Taft's 
speech. He certainly seemed to be in character. 

Senator Busu. Were you there that night ? 

Senator SPaARKMAN. Yes. And it was a characteristic speech of his, 
the good humor and all that was connected with him. I think no one 
can quarrel with the philosophy going through it. 

The. thing that disturbs me—and I want to say this, Mr. Mason, 
before we start talking, because it might call for some comment from 
you; not necessarily so—is that when Mr. Mason was up here last 
week we were discussing, you may recall, the public housing situation. 
And he made this suggestion—I am quoting from the transcript : 


We could safely take 1 year’s breather and try to find some better way to do 
this job. 


And just one paragraph later he said this: 
I do not think the administration has arrived at answers yet. 


The thing that disturbs me about this is that we are so slow in ar- 
riving at answers. Goodness knows, I do not know whether this is 
the ultimate answer or not. I have never been willing to accept public 
housing as being the ultimate answer. 

I did notice that Senator Taft in his speech—and I know he testi- 
fied to this before this committee many times, that prior to the 1949 
act—and even before that—he said he had examined every alterna- 
tive that had been called to his attention; including, by the way, rent 
certificates. 

1 point that out because we had a witness yesterday who advocated 
that as the answer. 

He said he had decided that none of them was workable, and there- 
fore he had come up with this idea of low-rent housing underwritten 
by the Federal Government. 

I have often thought in my own mind that I never would have 
thought of public housing in that way in the beginning. I do not 
know where the thought originated. Senator Taft says that the basic 
idea was contained in the 1937 Housing Act. And what he and Sena- 
tor Ellender and Senator Wagner did was to more or less profit from 
the limited experience, I presume, that had been gained in that time, 
and come up with an explicit program. 

But now Mr. Slusser and Mr. Mason will recall that a couple of 
years ago we were talking about public housing, and at that time this 
committee was considering the possibility of writing some amendments 
in. We passed up that opportunity because at that time we were 
told that there was going to be a thorough study made of public 
housing to see what changes ought to be made in the administration 
of it to make it run as it was anticipated it should run, and to make 
certain it was doing the job it was planned to do. 
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Last year when we had the bill up, we had similar statements, as 
I recall, in the testimony. I am not sure about January of this year. 
But it is one of those things that we all think ought to be done, which 
we never get done. 

I would like to point that out in connection with Senator Taft’s 
speech, and invite any comment that Mr. Mason or Mr. Slusser may 
want to make on it this morning. 

If there is an answer other than public housing, let us try to find 
it. If public housing is not doing the job that it was planned to do, 
or if it needs some changes, let us find out what they should be and 
make them. 

In Senator Taft’s speech, you remember he said they would get 
along on 35,000 units a year. I would gather from his speech that 
he felt that was just about the minimum while trying to find the 
answers to these problems. I would welcome any comment that Mr. 
Mason or Mr. Slusser may have along that line. 

Senator Cuark. Mr. Chairman, may I make a brief observation? 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator Crark. I think, to set the record straight, it is important 
to remember that the Commission of which Senator Taft was speak- 
ing in the address we have just heard was the Commission on Inter- 
governmental Relations, then chaired by Dean Manion, of Notre 
Dame, appointed immediately after the President took office. 

After about a year of considerable controversy among the members 
of the Commission, Dean Manion resigned, and Meyer Kestnbaum, 
of Chicago, was appointed Chairman in his place. In my opinion, 
Mr. Kestnbaum did a first-class job, and the Commission came out 
with a good report. 

But nowhere—I am speaking now from recollection, but I think 
I am right in my recollection—in that report was any practical alter- 
native to public housing even suggested. Nor—and again I am speak- 
ing from recollection—was there anything in that report critical of 
a continuing program of public housing. 

So that the Commission which the Senator has referred to, which 
Senator Taft was referring to, did not come up with any more solu- 
tions or any better solutions than this committee has been able to 
adduce during its years of work; nor has the administration come up 
with anything effective to change what Senator Taft then felt was 
the minimum program necessary to go ahead. 

And since that date, by reason of the Federal highway program, 
and by reason of the spread of urban renewal to hundreds of com- 
munities which were not in the program at the time Senator Taft 
made his speech, we have an ever-increasing need for public housing. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, Senator Bush. 

Senator Busu. I think it might be helpful if we had a copy of that 
Kestnbaum report. I do not recall much of it myself, but the Sena- 
tor has made some interesting observations about it. I would like to 
know what it did say about public housing, and also the question of 
State versus Federal responsibility ? 

Could we get that from the library ? 
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Senator SparKMAN. I presume it is available. Will the staff see 
about getting that. 

Senator Busu. If ney can get enough copies, I would like to have 
one myself, if they are ‘ailable. 

Senator Cuark. I ste one I can lend you. 

Senator Busn. Allright. I may have one. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. I am not sure that was the Commission Sena- 
tor Taft was talking about. It may have been. But you will recall 
that there was set up, early in this administration, the President’s 
Advisory Committee on Government Housing Policies and Programs. 
I had the impression that that was the Commission to w hich Senator 
Taft was referring. I may be wrong. 

Senator CLARK. I may be wr ong in thinking it was the other Com- 
mission, but I thought he indic: ated that the Commission was going 
to study generally _ all of the relationships between the Federal 
Government 

Senator SparKMAN. It may very well have been. 

Senator BusH. Which one did you think it was? 

Senator Sparkman. The President’s Advisory Committee. A re- 
port was made in December 1953. You remember they made quite a 
study on housing. 

And, by the way, recommendation No. 3 was this: 

We recommend continuation of the public housing program for the low-income 
families as contained in the Housing Act of 1949, with such legislative and ad- 
ministrative changes as we shall propose below, as an essential part of the 
overall housing program of the Federal Government. It is understood that the 
number of units to be contracted for in any particular period is a matter for 
administration recommendation and congressional action. 

It goes on for two or three pages. I think it may be interesting to 
read this, since we mentioned rent certificates : 

The only alternative to public housing presented to our housing committee 
was a rent certificate plan or some variation thereof. Over a long history of 
considering housing legislation, the Congress was on many occasions asked to 
consider a rent certificate plan. A general description of the plan and the legis- 
lative history of such proposals is found in exhibit 21. 

From 1936 to 1949, a number of witnesses appeared before congressional 
committees advocating rent certificates as a substitute for the construction of 
public housing for low-income families. The record shows that there was no 


favorable action on this plan by any committee or by either the House or the 
Senate. 


And the conclusion is—I do not see it just now, but the conclusion 
that the Commission came to was apparently in opposition to the use 
of rent certificates. 

It may be well, for the record, to excerpt those several pages deal- 
ing with this subject of public housing and place them in the record. 
If there is no objection, that will be done. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS DESIGNED TO PROVIDE HOUSING FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES 







1. For an experimental period of 2 years the Federal Housing Administration 
should be authorized to insure 40-year, 100-percent loans up to $7,600 per dwell- 
ing unit or up to $8,600 per dwelling unit in high-cost areas as determined by the 
Federal Housing Commissioner. This special mortgage insurance program, 
proposed as a new Section 221 of the National Housing Act, is designed to meet 
the housing requirements of low-income families as determined by the Federal 
Housing Commissioner. Purchasers under this program should be required to 
tmake a minimum cash payment of $200 including amounts to cover settlement 
costs and initial payments for taxes, hazard insurance, and similar prepaid 
expenses. The Federal Housing Administration should be authorized to issue 
commitments to builders, or owners of rental houses, up to 85 percent of value 
with provision for the conversion of the temporary loan into a permanent loan 
up to 100 percent of value upon sale to qualified owner-occupant purchasers. It 
is expected that with this authority it will be possible for sponsors to construct, 
purchase, or rehabilitate modest houses of the type contemplated in his recom- 
mendation, to be rented under a lease-purchase contract to low-income families 
who are not able to qualify under Federal Housing Administration credit stand- 
ards. Such families should be given an opportunity to purchase their homes 
when their incomes increase sufficiently to enable them to meet normal credit 
standards. In the administration of this program, preference should be given to 
extending these liberal terms to families displaced by public housing, urban 
renewal, or various demolition programs. A separte insurance fund should be 
established for the protection of mortgages insured under Section 221 with a 
proviso that there may be no transfer of assets between this fund and other FHA 
mortgage insurance funds. (Appendix 1, Recommendation 17.) 

A substantial minority on the Committee disagreed with certain aspects of the 
proposed program of home ownership under the new Section 221. Some mem- 
bers disagreed with such an extension of insured mortgage lending. Members 
of the Subcommittee on Housing for Low-Income Families differed with the 
recommendation and would have preferred to see the Federal Housing Adminis- 
tration authorized to insure mortgages up to 95 percent of value and for a term 
up to 40 years without limitation as to economic status of borrower and with a 
requirement for monthly maintenance payments equivalent to 10 percent of debt 
service to be held in trust by the mortgagee. They also suggested that in the 
operation of such a program the estimated total annual housing expense to the 
home purchaser (as defined by the Federal Housing Administration) should not 
exceed 20 percent of the mortgagor's annual income (as defined by the Federal 
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Housing Administration). They recommended that in event of default Federal 
Housing Administration debentures should be fore the same term as the unexpired 
term of the mortgage and should bear interest at the time of issuance at a rate 
equivalent to the current rate on Government bonds. It was further suggested 
that the Federal National Mortgage Association or some similar Government- 
sponsored corporation be placed in readiness to purchase mortgages, within 
appropriate limits, for the purpose of inaugurating and testing such a program. 
(Appendix 3, Recommendation 2. 

The Subcommittee on FHA and VA Housing Programs and Operations originally 
recommended that loans insured under Section 221 could, at the option of the 
mortgagee, be assigned to the Federal Housing Administration at the end of 20 
years in exchange for debentures equivalent in amount to the scheduled out- 
standing principal balance. They proposed that these debentures, as well as those 
issued in event of default, should bear an interest rate determined at time of 
issuance equivalent to the current yield of Government bonds of comparable term 
and that lenders should be covered completely against any loss by reason of fore- 
closure expenses. These recommendations were not accepted by the Advisory 
Committee. (Appendix 1, Exhibit 15.) 

2. To meet the continuing housing needs of low-income families, and pending 
demonstrated progress of other programs recommended by the Committee designed 
to stimulate through Federal Housing Administration mortgage insurance the 
private production of housing for low income families and the rehabilitation of 
obsolete structures in decaying neighborhoods, the Committee recommends a con- 
tinuation of the public housing program as contained in the Housing Act of 1949, 
with certain amendments summarized below. The Committee believes that deter- 
minations as to the size of the program and the method of financing it are 
responsibilities of the Administration and the Congress. The Committee is 
unanimous in its belief in the objective of a more effective operation of the private 
housing market so as to steadily lessen the need for direct subsidies. (Appendix 
3, Recommendation 3; Attachment to Appendix 3.) 

3. The Housing Act of 1949 should be amended to provide that the presently 
authorized payments in lieu of taxes, by local housing authorities to local 
governments, up to 10 percent of shelter rents be made mandatory. Provision 
should further be made by statute that the local contribution to the operation 
of public housing projects through the method of tax exemption should equal 
at least 20 percent of the Federal contribution. The Committee also recom- 
mends that where state law permits, and the localities so desire, public hous- 
ing for low-income families may be subject to full taxation provided the 
locality agrees to pay in cash the difference between full taxation and 10 percent 
of the shelter rents so long as there is a Federal annual contribution. Where 
the local contribution is made through tax exemption the amount of full taxes 
that would have been charged if the housing were privately owned and the 
payment in lieu of taxes received should be made matters of public record. 
Lastly, where local contributions are made in the form of either tax exemption 
or cash, estimates of such amounts should be made a matter of public record 
prior to the conclusion of a contract between the Federal Government and a 
local housing authority for annual Federal contributions. (Appendix 3, Rec- 
ommendation 7; Attachment to Appendix 3.) 

4. Preference for occupancy in public housing among eligible families is 
now given to families of veterans and families displaced by slum clearance. 
This preference should be extended also to eligible families displaced by other 
public improvements. (Appendix 3, Recommendation 6.) 

5. Wherever feasible, public housing should be built at lower densities, and the 
design of public housing projects should conform more closely to local dwelling 
patterns and construction practices. This recommendation is designed to avoid 
the institutionalized character of public housing and to facilitate the sale of 
public housing when no longer needed for low-income families. (Appendix 3, 
Recommendations 9 and 11.) 

6. After the capital cost of a public housing project has been amortized, net 
revenues from operation or proceeds from sale should be returned to the Fed- 
eral Government and to the local community in proportion to their respective 
contributions. (Appendix 3, Recommendation 4.) 
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7. Where feasible, existing sound structures, rehabilitated if necessary, should 
be used for public housing. (Appendix 3, Recommendation 8; Appendix 2 
Recommendation 15.) 


8. More attention should be paid in public housing to the problems of the aged, 
both in the design and size of dwellings. (Appendix 3, Recommendation 12.) 
> ~ * = * o me 
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Chairman, President’s Advisory Committee on Government, Housing Policies 
and Programs, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: We are pleased to submit to you the Final Report of 
the Subcommittee on Housing for Low-Income Families, which was unanimously 
adopted by this Subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 


ERNEST J. BOHN, Chairman. 
Bruce C. SAVAGE. 

JAMES G. THIMMES. 

PavuL R. WILLIAMS. 

BEN H. Wooren. 


REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES 


At the first meeting of our Subcommittee, September 30, 1953, we defined the 
scope of our work so that we would have clearly in mind the problem confront- 
ing us. For the purposes of our study and recommendations, we decided to de 
fine low-income families as “those families who cannot afford to rent or purchase 
the private housing of acceptable standards, either new or existing, which is 
being made available in their communities.” It was apparent to us that no 
single dollar income figure would suffice to describe low-income families in 
the country as a whole. The national housing problem is a summation of local 
conditions whch vary from place to place; depending not only upon the incomes 
of families but also upon the cost of living, the condition of the housing supply, 
and the ability of private enterprise to provide standard housing at rents or 
sales prices families can afford. 

It had been decided by the Executive Committee that the Committee would 
limit its consideration to nonfarm families. Our Subcommittee, however, recog- 
nizes the seriousness of the problem of adequate housing for low-income farm 
families but because it is so tied to farm production we believe it might better 
be considered as part of that process. We are, however, attaching a summary 
of the various farm housing programs of the Federal Government (see Exhibit 
22). 

It was apparent to us at the outset when we planned the work of our Sub- 
committee that it would be impossible for us in the time available to make again 
the kind of review of the problem of housing for low-income families that the 
Congress made during the nearly 5 years prior to the enactment of the Housing 
Act of 1949. We have reviewed the evidence which the various Congressional 
Committees assembled and the various proposals and recommendations made 
since that time. 

Letters were sent to 76 organizations and 21 Federal and local housing officials 
and former housing officials requesting their recommendations on a program 
for low-income families (see Exhibits 23 and 24). In our letters, we requested 
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the various organizations and persons to “consider the present Government-aided 
housing program for low-income families as contained in the Housing Act of 
1949, in terms of its effectiveness, modification, expansion, or curtailment, and 
any additional or alternative programs in which you feel the Government should 
participate. Your recommendations will be helpful to the Subcommittee if they 
are supported by facts and indicate clearly and specifically how they will meet 
the needs of low-income families.” 


THE PROBLEM OF HOUSING FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES 





Our Subcommittee did not attempt to make a refined estimate of the number 
of low-income families who were living in substandard housing. Data fur- 
nished us indicated that within wide limits of treatment and assumptions the 
number of such families is so large as to represent a serious problem for the 
foreseeable future. As a point of reference we also had before us data from 
the 1950 Census of Housing. These data showed (see Exhibits 1, 2, and 3) that 
there were some 11.7 million nonfarm dwellings which were dilapidated or 
were deficient in plumbing facilities. Of these, 10.6 million were occupied, with 
6.1 million located in urban areas and 4.5 million in rural nonfarm localities. 

Although between 1940 and 1950 there was a substantial increase in the num- 
ber of nonfarm dwellings with standard facilities, there was little change in the 
number of dwellings which had deficiencies at the beginning of the period. In 
1940 there were 21.1 million nonfarm dwellings which had a private indoor 
flush toilet: this number had grown to 30.6 million in 1950. But during this 
period, the number of nonfarm dwellings lacking a private flush toilet actually 
increased from 8.1 million in 1940 to 8.4 million in 1950. Similarly, nonfarm 
dwellings without a private bathtub or shower remained virtually unchanged ; 
extreme overcrowding as measured by 114 or more persons per room showed a 
small absolute increase to just over 2 million dwellings in 1950. 

Our Subcommittee is particularly conscious of the deplorable housing con- 
ditions of the families of minority groups. In 1950, nearly 70 percent of non- 
white families lived in dwellings which were dilapidated or were deficient in 
plumbing facilities. This is nearly three times the proportion of white families 
living under such conditions. 

In 1951, the last year for which data are now available, one-half of the some 
35 million nonfarm families of 2 or more persons had incomes of less than 
$3,900 (see exhibit 5). There were 3.8 million families with incomes less than 
$1,500 and 8 million families who had $2,500 or less. It should be noted that 
income in the year 1951 was the highest on record to that time. 

Our Subcommittee believes that our country which has the highest standard 
of living in the world, indeed the highest the world has ever known, cannot 
permit a substantial number of its citizens to live in filth and squalor, in hovels 
which health laws for the protection of our people would not allow for farm 
animals. 

The economie, social, and political structure of our Nation has the ability, the 
ingenuity, and the tools to forge a decent standard of living for all our people. 
And as President Eisenhower recently said in New York at the dedication of a 
public houisng development for low-income families : 

“Each of us has a very definite part to play in everything that is here because 
this is the heart of America. In it we expect to see living happy families, 
families who because of their standard of living are our Nation’s best weapon 
against communism. More eloquent defense against that insidious doctrine 
than the most eloquent tongue of any lawyer, preacher, or teacher. A more sure 
defense than any battleship or any plane or any gun or any bomb of whatever 
kind. That is the kind of thing that will preserve this Nation.” 

We cannot emphasize too strongly that adequate housing for minority groups 
represents one of the most important and most difficult segments of the entire 
housing problem. Generally low incomes, almost universal lack of available 
sites, frequent lack of mortgage finance and a tradition of neglect of their mar- 
ket complicate the housing problems of minorities. Although public housing for 
low-income families has improved the quality of shelter available to minority 
groups and produced a significant volume of new standard housing for them, 
it alone cannot meet the situation. Private enterprise, too, needs to join in pro- 
viding housing facilities open to minorities. The Federal Government in coopera- 
tion with local civic government, business, and labor leaders must develop tools 
and programs to remove the roadblocks in the way of a solution of this serious 

problem. 
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Our Subcommittee believes that private enterprise should be relied upon to 
the maximum extent possible in the solution of the problem of adequate housing 
for low-income families. The recommendations which we are making will, we 
believe, enable private enterprise to operate in the low-income fieid to a greater 
extent than it has been able to do thus far. We believe, however, that the public 
housing program for low-income families as contained in the Housing Act of 
1949, with such changes as we shall recommend, is an essential part of a pro- 
gram for low-income families 2nd must be continued. It is the sincere hope of 
our subcommittee that ever the long term a solution of the problem of housing 


for low income fainilies will be found both in the ability of private enterprise to 
reach a lower and lower income group and by the raising of substandard incemes 
through greater productivity of our people. We recognize, however, that 


even then there will be a hard core of low-income families—the aged, the broken 
families, the incapacitated—who may represent a continuing housing problem 
for whom public housing assistance may be needed if they are to live in keeping 
with our accepted American standard of living. 


Recommendation No. 1 


We recommend amendments to the National Housing Act, administered by 
the Federal Housing Administration, to provide for FHA insurance of notes 
and mortgages on liberal terms for the rehabilitation of sound existing 
structures; we further recommend that the necessary provisions be included 
in such legislation to assure that unreasonable rental increases will 
follow. 

We believe that the existing supply of private housing should be used to the 
fullest practicable extent to meet the needs of low income families. Our recom- 
mendation for new FHA legislation to facilitate rehabilitation is aimed at a 
widespread use of existing housing. It is not limited to urban and redevelopment 
areas nor is it intended particularly to provide relocation housing for families 
displaced by slum-clearance operations. The need is so great and the supply of 
decent housing within the means of low-income families so short that every 
existing structure which is basically sound and for which rehabilitation is 
feasible economically and communitywide should be fully utilized to meet part 
of the need. 

It is esesntial in the rehabilitation of existing structures that rentals are not 
increased beyond the means of low-income families living in them. If this 
should happen, it would merely accentuate the problem, not help to solve it. 
We recognize that owners are entitled to increased rents on the basis of their 
additional investment. To the extent that the new rentals can be afforded by 
low-income families rehabilitation will aid in providing standard housing within 
their means. In any event, however, we believe that in granting FHA insur- 
ance there must be a protection against unwarranted rental increases much as 
we dislike all forms of control. 

There must be insistence on vigorous law enforcement of minimum health 
and safety and occupancy standards for housing. The prosecution of these 
laws will require a vast amount of rehabilitation and of demolition. While law 
enforcement may increase the supply of standard housing through forced re- 
habilitation, its overall effect will inevitably be to reduce the total supply be- 
cause of the demolition of dwellings which it is not feasible to rehabilitate. 
Moreover, the enforcement of occupancy standard will require families to move 
out of overcrowded dwellings and thus increase the need for additional housing. 

As much as we wish to place reliance upon the use of existing housing to 
meet the problem we recognize that rehabilitation in blighted areas in and 


of itself can provide for only a limited segment of the housing needs of low- 
income families. 


not 


Recommendation No. 2 


We recommend a new section of Title II of the National Housing Act, 
adminstered by the FHA, applicable to new single-family dwellings which 
would permit FHA insurance under the following conditions : 

1. The amount of the mortgage shall not exceed $7,600, except that the 
Commissioner shall have the power to increase this to $8,550 in areas where 
he finds that construction costs require this amount of mortgage. 

2. The mortgage shall not exceed 95 percent of value, bear interest at 
the same rate as mortgages under Section 203, with the FHA insurance 
premium and any service charge to be determined. 

3. The mortgage may be for a maximum term of 40 years. 
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4. Monthly payments equal to 10 percent of monthly payments on interest 

and principal shall be made to the lender and held in trust for the main- 

tenance of the property. 

5. The estimated total annual housing expense (as defined by the FHA) 
shall not exceed 20 percent of the mortgagor’s annual income (as defined 
by the FHA). 

G6. Ln order that these homes may be constructed on an effiicent basis, 
FHA commitments may be issued for groups of homes not exceeding a 
certain number unsold at any time. 

7. The term of FHA debentures under this section should be the same as 

the unexpired term of the mortgage and should bear interest at the then 
eurrent rate on Government bonds. 
In addition, we recommend that FNMA, or some similar Government 
sponsored financial corporation, be placed in readiness with specified 
limitations as to aggregate amount for the purpose of the inauguration 
and testing of this new program. 

In addition to a reliance to the maximum extent possible upon existing hous- 
ing, we believe that it is absolutely essential that there be an expansion of the 
housing supply for low-income families through new construction. ‘The growing 
indications of the feasibility of large-scale production of low-cost houses are 
encouraging. Such low-cost houses offer a possible immediate vehicle for hous- 
ing families in the upper end of the low-income group and the lower middle 
income families for whom there is presently very little production. If the pro- 
duction of these houses is further developed, it may well pioneer private indus- 
try’s meeting the housing needs of even lower income families. 

Our objective in making this recommendation is to further private enterprise's 
activity in the low-priced housing field and to create a vehicle through which 
families of lower incomes can purchase their own homes. It is a progressive 
program predicated upon gradually stepping up the opportunities of subsidized 
tenants to become home owners. 

Our Subcommittee wants it to be clear that our recommendation as to the 
new FHA section above is aimed at the problem of low-income families generally. 
We do not view it asa relief, welfare, or subsidy proposal but entirely as a means 
of assisting private enterprise to meet a greater part of the need. We feel that 
it might be possible through this device for private enterprise to serve low-in- 
come families who are presently in the “no man’s land” between private and 
public housing, whe become ineligible fo remain in public housing through in- 
creased income, and even to serve a substantial number of families who would 
otherwise be eligible to remain in public housing. 

Although we have recommended extending the term of mortgage to 40 years, 
we have recomiended that a down payment of at least 5 percent be required. 
It is our belief that at least a small down payment should be required so that 
the borrower has some equity in the property and will thus have an increased 
responsibility toward the property and toward the obligation he is incurring. 

Our recommendations are intended to make home ownership easier for a 
lower-income group. We believe, however, that it is particularly important that 
these lower-income families are not encouraged to buy beyond their means. We 
have therefore provided that the estimated total monthly housing expense shall 
not exceed 20 percent of the borrower’s income. This is not only a protection to 
the borrower but also to the lender in a transaction with such liberal credit 
terms. 

We do not believe that necessary FHA minimum standards applicable under 
Section 203 should be lowered to reach the lower-priced market. In fact, we 
oppose the lowering of standards which would affect the soundness of the struc- 
ture or the neighborhood environment because we would simply be recreating 
the problems we are now struggling to solve. Since we are recommending a 
term of 40 years it is obvious that only high quality materials and workmanship 
should go into these houses and that every encouragement should be given to 
their proper maintenance. We have, in fact, provided for the accumulation of a 
fund to be available for maintenance. 

In recommending that a Government-sponsored financial corporation be 
placed in readiness to assist in this progratn we recognize that private enter- 
prise is understandably slow to take advantage of untried financing methods, 
yet it always responds when practicability and sureness of payment have been 
proven. 
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Recommendation No. 3 


We recommend continuation of the public housing program for low-income 
families as contained in the Housing Act of 1949 with such legislative and 
administrative changes as we shall propose below as an essential part of the 
overall housing program of the Federal Government. It is understood that 
the number of units to be contracted for during any particular period is a 
matter for Administration recommendation and Congressional action. 

After an exploration of such alternatives as were proposed to our Subcom- 
mittee and our own review of the existing program, we are convinced that the 
program of public housing for low-income families as contained in the Housing 
Act of 1949 should be continued. The Congress authorized under the provisions 
of that Act a program of 810,000 dwelling units for low-income families to be 
made available at the rate of 135,000 dwelling units per year for 6 years. In 
1950, after the outbreak of hostilities in Korea, the President reduced the rate 
to 75,000 units per year. In 1951, through the Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act and without amending the Housing Act of 1949, the Congress reduced the 
program to 50,000 units for that year: in 1952 to 35,000; and in 1953 to 20,000 
units out of existing authorizations. Thus, by June 30, 1954, just about 200,000 
units of the 810,000-unit authorization in the basic law, or around one-fourth, 
will have been completed or under construction. 

We believe that one of the important reasons for continuing the public hous- 
ing program for low-income families is to provide relocation housing for fami- 
lies displaced through urban redevelopment, rehabilitation, and law enforce- 
ment programs. Official data presented by the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency to the Subcommittee on Urban Redevelopment, Rehabilitation, and Con- 
servation show that just about one-half of the families displaced by redevelop- 
ment operations under Title I in the continental United States are eligible for 
public housing under existing income limits for admission. The problem of relo- 
eation is particularly difficult for minority groups. While about 45 percent of 
displaced white families are eligible for public housing, over 55 percent of dis- 
placed minority group families are within the public housing income limits. 


Rent certificates 


The only alternative to public housing presented to our Subcommittee was a 
“rent certificate” plan or some variation thereof. Over the long history of con- 
sidering housing legislation the Congress was on many occasions asked to con- 
sider a “rent certificate’ plan. A general description of the plan and the leg- 
islative history of such proposals is found in Exhibit 21. From 1936 to 1949 a 
number of witnesses appeared before Congressional Committees advocating 
“rent certificates” as a substitute for the construction of public housing for 
low-income families. The record shows that there was no favorable action on 
this plan by any Committee or by either the House or Senate. 

Our Subcommittee realizes that because a proposal has been rejected in the 
past is no reason why it should not be considered in the light of current con- 
ditions. Our examination shows ‘owever, that the proposals we have re 
ceived do not contain any changes which would make them any more ac- 
ceptable than those which were rejected in the past. Nor do we believe that 
present conditions of the economy or of the housing market make “rent cer- 
tificates” any more desirable or acceptable as a solution of the problem of 
housing for low-income families. 

We believe that we should point out in this report some of the more con- 
spicuous changes in the original “rent certificate” plans which were proposed 
to us. 

It was proposed that needy families “temporarily unable to pay economic 
rents for minimum safe and sanitary housing, be assisted by local charity and 
the municipality through endorsement of notes which such families would 
give for portions or all of their rent which, for adequate and ascertainable 
reasons, they cannot currently meet. * * * As our housing supply grows in 
relation to our population, and as older properties are being modernized, it 
is becoming easier for families of small means to rent adequate quarters. It 
is necessary, however, that some provision be made for those emergencies, due 
to illness, unemployment, or disability which are temporary and which make 
it difficult for families at times to pay their rent. This suggestion is intended 
to meet that temporary need.” 

Another variation of the “rent certificate” plan proposed to our Subcommit- 
tee involves 100 percent direct loans by the Federal Government to private 
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iilders. “For a long period of years, all units constructed under this plan 
hall remain under control of Government and be made available for occu- 
ancy of needy families, ultimately to be turned back to the project owner, 
hs and when the need for such units for needy family occupancy diminishes or 
eases, but in no event longer than an agreed term of years (perhaps 25 to 
y) years).” A fair rental value would be established and “the difference be- 
ween normal rental and the rent the tenant is able to contribute, to be pro- 
ided by existing relief agencies in the form of rent certificates.” 

At the expiration of 25 to 30 years, the housing development is to belong 
fre and clear to the original developer or his estate. “It is this plan of 
vuture estate building that will create the necessary incentive to provide almost 
nunberless needy family housing units.” During the period of operation it is 
proposed that a modest management fee be paid the private developer and that 
‘f and when surplus reaches an “unnecessary” total that a reasonable part 
may be used to anticipate principal payments or, it might be used to reduce 
tenants’ payments or relief contributions or, a part of the surplus “might be 
paid to the builder as a bonus for good management, thus creating incentive 
o encourage large volume construction under the plan.” 

In an iliustrative example attached to this plan it was estimated that the 
capital cost of a two-bedroom unit would be $12,000 (with no profit to the 
builder) and that rents would be $85 per month with “the tenant to pay for 
wn fuel, gas, and electricity. 

One of Our principal objections to the “rent certificate” plan is that it would 
create a “dole” for housing. Every responsible social service agency has op- 
posed it on this and other grounds. (See Exhibit 21.) We have always, to 
the greatest extent possible, avoided a “dole” in this country as being degrad- 
ing to the individual. Money invested in public housing, on the other hand, 
adds permanent wealth to the community and to the Nation which can be 
liquidated and the investment recaptured when the need disappears 

A “rent certificate” plan would cause a vast number of families to go on re- 
lief despite the fact that it is only decent housing that they cannot obtain for 
themselves. 

Another objection is that “rent certificates” will not add to the housing sup- 
ply. Even if they could be used only for standard housing, as some of its 
advocates now urge, we cannot see any expansion of the supply of decent hous- 
ing on a tenuous expectation that a rent subsidy will be forthcoming and con- 
tinued from year to year until the investment is amortized. 

Furthermore, there is no way of limiting the application of a “rent certifi- 
cate” plan and its aggregate cost would be far greater than the public housing 
program contained in the Housing Act of 1949. For its proper administration— 
inspection of dwellings, adjudications of disputes between landlords and tenants, 
certification of reasonable rents, the continuous selection and constant checking 
upon a vast number of tenants—there would be required such a tremendous 
organization that the program would fall of its own weight. 

Some of its proponents have advocated that a “rent certificate” plan be con- 
ditioned upon the enactment and enforcement of local building, health and sani- 
tation laws. Since such laws must be uniformly applied, the problem arises as 
to what is to be done about the low-income owner-occupants of substandard 
housing who cannot afford the rehabilitation required. It would probably be 
hecessary to provide some equivalent of a “rent certificate” for low-income 
owners to enable them to repair their properties. In this case, the owners 
would be receiving a subsidy toward the building up of an equity which they 
could dispose of for cash. 

Finally, we doubt if private enterprise would be willing to undertake such 
a program on a large scale with the vast amount of restrictions, investigations, 
and checking which would be necessary in its administration in the public 
interest. 


, 


Capital grants 

_, While not an alternative to the public housing program for low-income fam- 
lies, if was recommended to our Subcommittee that we should consider the 
possibility of “capital grants” as a substitute for the “annual contributi: 1s” 
method of assistance contained in the present law. For a description of how 
the present program operates, see Exhibit 17. It should be pointed out that a 
‘orm of capital grant is already provided, as an alternative to annual contribu- 
Hons, in the original Housing Act of 1937 (Sec. 11). This method has never 
been used because of its impracticability. 
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Recommendation No. 3 


We recommend continuation of the public housing program for low-income 
families as contained in the Housing Act of 1949 with such legislative and 
administrative changes as we shall propose below as an essential part of the 
overall housing program of the Federal Government. It is understood that 
the number of units to be contracted for during any particular period is a 
matter for Administration recommendation and Congressional action. 

After an exploration of such alternatives as were proposed to our Subcom- 
mittee and our own review of the existing program, we are convinced that the 
program of public housing for low-income families as contained in the Housing 
Act of 1949 should be continued. The Congress authorized under the provisions 
of that Act a program of 810,000 dwelling units for low-income families to be 
made available at the rate of 135,000 dwelling units per year for 6 years. In 
1950, after the outbreak of hostilities in Korea, the President reduced the rate 
to 75,000 units per year. In 1951, through the Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act and without amending the Housing Act of 1949, the Congress reduced the 
program to 50,000 units for that year; in 1952 to 35,000; and in 1953 to 20,000 
units out of existing authorizations. Thus, by June 30, 1954, just about 200,000 
units of the 810,000-unit authorization in the basic law, or around one-fourth, 
will have been completed or under construction. 

We believe that one of the important reasons for continuing the public hous- 
ing program for low-income families is to provide relocation housing for fami- 
lies displaced through urban redevelopment, rehabilitation, and law enforce- 
ment programs. Official data presented by the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency to the Subcommittee on Urban Redevelopment, Rehabilitation, and Con- 
servation show that just about one-half of the families displaced by redevelop- 
ment operations under Title I in the continental United States are eligible for 
public housing under existing income limits for admission. The problem of relo- 
eation is particularly difficult for minority groups. While about 45 percent of 
displaced white families are eligible for public housing, over 55 percent of dis- 
placed minority group families are within the public housing income limits. 
Rent certificates 

The only alternative to public housing presented to our Subcommittee was a 
“rent certificate” plan or some variation thereof. Over the long history of con- 
sidering housing legislation the Congress was on many occasions asked to con- 
sider a “rent certificate” plan. A general description of the plan and the leg- 
islative history of such proposals is found in Exhibit 21. From 1936 to 1949 a 
number of witnesses appeared before Congressional Committees advocating 
“rent certificates” as a substitute for the construction of public housing for 
low-income families. The record shows that there was no favorable action on 
this plan by any Committee or by either the House or Senate. 

Our Subcommittee realizes that because a proposal has been rejected in the 
past is no reason why it should not be considered in the light of current con- 
ditions. Our examination shows, however, that the proposals we have re- 
ceived do not contain any changes which would make them any more ac- 
ceptable than those which were rejected in the past. Nor do we believe that 
present conditions of the economy or of the housing market make “rent cer- 
tificates” any more desirable or acceptable as a solution of the problem of 
housing for low-income families. 

We believe that we should point out in this report some of the more con- 
spicuous changes in the original “rent certificate” plans which were proposed 
to us. 

It was proposed that needy families “temporarily unable to pay economic 
rents for minimum safe and sanitary housing, be assisted by local charity and 
the municipality through endorsement of notes which such families would 
give for portions or all of their rent which, for adequate and ascertainable 
reasons, they cannot currently meet. * * * As our housing supply grows in 
relation to our population, and as older properties are being modernized, it 
is becoming easier for families of small means to rent adequate quarters. It 
is necessary, however, that some provision be made for those emergencies, due 
to illness, unemployment, or disability which are temporary and which make 
it difficult for far-\lies at times to pay their rent. This suggestion is intended 
to meet that temporary need.” 

Another variation of the “rent certificate” plan proposed to our Subcommit- 
tee involves 100 percent direct loans by the Federal Government to private 
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builders. “For a long period of years, all units constructed under this plan 
shall remain under control of Government and be made available for occu- 
pancy of needy families, ultimately to be turned back to the project owner, 
as and when the need for such units for needy family occupancy diminishes or 
ceases, but in no event longer than an agreed term of years (perhaps 25 to 
80 years).” A fair rental value would be established and “the difference be- 
tween normal rental and the rent the tenant is able to contribute, to be pro- 
vided by existing relief agencies in the form of rent certificates.” 

At the expiration of 25 to 30 years, the housing development is to belong 
free and clear to the original developer or his estate. “It is this plan of 
future estate building that will create the necessary incentive to provide almost 
numberless needy family housing units.” During the period of operation it is 
proposed that a modest management fee be paid the private devcloper and that 
if and when surplus reaches an “unnecessary” total that a reasonable part 
may be used to anticipate principal payments or, it might be used to reduce 
tenants’ payments or relief contributions or, a part of the surplus “might be 
paid to the builder as a bonus for good management, thus creating incentive 
to encourage large volume construction under the plan.” 

In an illustrative example attached to this plan it was estimated that the 
capital cost of a two-bedroom unit would be $12,000 (with no profit to the 
builder) and that rents would be $85 per month with “the tenant to pay for 
own fuel, gas, and electricity. 

One of our principal objections to the “rent certificate” plan is that it would 
create a “dole” for housing. Every responsible social service agency has op- 
posed it on this and other grounds. (See Exhibit 21.) We have always, to 
the greatest extent possible, avoided a “dole” in this country as being degrad- 
ing to the individual. Money invested in public housing, on the other hand, 
adds permanent wealth to the community and to the Nation which can be 
liquidated and the investment recaptured when the need disappears 

A “rent certificate” plan would cause a vast number of families to go on re- 
lief despite the fact that it is only decent housing that they cannot obtain for 
themselves. 

Another objection is that “rent certificates” will not add to the housing sup- 
ply. Even if they could be used only for standard housing, as some of its 
advocates now urge, we cannot see any expansion of the supply of decent hous- 
ing on a tenuous expectation that a rent subsidy will be forthcoming and con- 
tinued from year to year until the investment is amortized. 

Furthermore, there is no way of limiting the application of a “rent certifi- 
cate” plan and its aggregate cost would be far greater than the public housing 
program contained in the Housing Act of 1949. For its proper administration— 
inspection of dwellings, adjudications of disputes between landlords and tenants, 
certification of reasonable rents, the continuous selection and constant checking 
upon a vast number of tenants—there would be required such a tremendous 
organization that the program would fall of its own weight. 

Some of its proponents have advocated that a “rent certificate” plan be con- 
ditioned upon the enactment and enforcement of local building, health and sani- 
tation laws. Since such laws must be uniformly applied, the problem arises as 
to what is to be done about the low-income owner-occupants of substandard 
housing who cannot afford the rehabilitation required. It would probably be 
necessary to provide some equivalent of a “rent certificate’ for low-income 
owners to enable them to repair their properties. In this case, the owners 
would be receiving a subsidy toward the building up of an equity which they 
could dispose of for cash. 

Finally, we doubt if private enterprise would be willing to undertake such 
& program on a large scale with the yast amount of restrictions, investigations, 
and checking which would be necessary in its administration in the public 
interest. 

Capital grants 


While not an alternative to the public housing program for low-income fam- 
ilies, it was recommended to our Subcommittee that we should consider the 
possibility of “capital grants” as a substitute for the “annual contributions” 
method of assistance contained in the present law. For a description of how 
the present program operates, see Exhibit 17. It should be pointed out that a 
form of capital grant is already provided, as an alternative to annual contribu- 
tions, in the original Housing Act of 1937 (Sec. 11). This method has never 
been used because of its impracticability. 

4387775941 
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The advantages claimed by proponents of a capital grant system is that it 
would cost less and that the Congress would not have to commit future Con- 
gresses to annual contributions. We do not believe that this contention is valid 
nor that the capital grant system as an alternative method would be desirable. 
We are particularly of this opinion in the light of our Recommendation No. 4 
below in which we are proposing an amendment to the existing law which would 
make the public housing program for low-income families possible of self-liqui- 
dation over a period of years. 

There is no possibility of recovery on an outright capital grant. On the other 
hand, under the annual contributions method only enough is paid each year 
to make up the difference between operating expenses, including interest and 
repayment of principal, and what low-income families can afford to pay. As 
the incomes of residents in public housing rise they are charged a greater rent 
and the cost to the Federal Government of annual contributions declines pro- 
portionately. Although it is estimated that the proportion paid by the Federal 
Government will increase in the future, the fact is that over the past thirteen 
years the Government has paid in contributions only about 44 percent of debt 
service. To the extent that annual contributions are less than debt service, if 
for no other reason, this method is less expensive than an outright capital grant 
system. 

It has been suggested that it might be possible to provide in a capital grant 
system that any net revenue or proceeds from a possible sale of the development 
would be returned to the Federal and local governments in proportion to their 
contributions. This procedure would eliminate one of the principal claims for 
economy for a capital grant system, since there would have to be continued 
administrative control on the part of the Federal Government. Recovery of net 
income on the modified capital grant basis would require the same amount of 
administrative control as under the annual contributions system and would be 
infinitely more difficult to achieve. 

As to the contention that capital grants would relieve the Congress of 
future commitments, we believe that this would merely change the form of the 
commitment and make it more expensive. 

If the Federal Government gave a capital grant it would have to finance the 
cost through issuance of its own bonds on which it would have to continue debt 
service at a fixed amount over the life of the debt. Thus, the Congress, even 
in a capital grant system, would commit future Congresses to appropriate funds 
to service the debt. 

We cannot see the possibility of paying for capital grants out of current 
revenues, for if Government receipts should exceed expenditures the surplus 
out to be applied to reduce the present outstanding debt. Public housing for 
low-income families is a long-term investment. Its use will extend over many 
years in the future. Many different families will live in the housing. By any 
test of equitable consideration the cost of the housing should be distributed 
over the time it is being used in the public interest to house low-income families 
rather than be imposed upon the taxpayer at the time the housing is constructed. 

Finally, we do not believe that the public debt should be increased through 
the issuance of Federal obligations to finance capital cost. 


LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 


Recommendation No. 4 


We recommend that in order to make public housing for low-income 
families possible of self-liquidation the present law be amended to provide 
that after the capital cost of the housing has been amortized by the local 
housing authorities and the Federal annual contributions cease, any net 
revenue from the housing or the proceeds of any sale be returned to the 
Federal Government and the local communities in proportion to their 
respective contributions; no new debt, except for necessary expenditures 
on the property, would be permitted and rents would continue to be related 
to the income of the residents. We recognize the sanctity of contracts 
already entered into, but we recommend that through negotiations an 
attempt be made to reach mutual agreements whereby this same principle 
of repayment could be applied to public housing already under contract. 

The present law provides that when the bonds issued to finance the capital 
cost of public housing have been paid off and the Federal annual contributions 
cease, the housing is retained free and clear by the local housing authorities. 
We believe, however, that this housing should be self-liquidating and that after 
40 years the contributions made by the Federal Government and those made by 
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the localities through partial tax exemption should be returned to the fullest 
extent possible. 

The useful life of this wéll-constructed housing, well maintained as it should 
be, will extend far beyond the 40 years’ life of the bonds. There is no reason 
why the housing should not have a useful life of 80 or more years. Even at the 
end of its useful life there will be salvage in its materials and a very substan- 
tial worth to the land. If there were no need after 40 years to continue the 
housing for low-income families, it would be sold, and the repayment to the 
Federal and local governments of their investments would be accomplished more 

romptly. 

7 We are here recommending a completely new approach to public housing with 
a new provision of the law that will make possible an eventual liquidation of 
Federal and local investments. After 40 years the local authorities will begin 
to pay back to the Federal and local governments, in proportion to their con- 
tributions over the period, any net revenues derived from operations or any pro- 
ceeds of sale. Our amendment would prohibit any new debt against the hous- 
ing after 40 years and would require that rentals continue to be related to the 
incomes of the residents, or if there is no continuing need for public housing for 
low-income families the housing should be sold promptly. 


Recommendation No. 5 


We recommend the Housing Act of 1949 be amended to provide that as a 
condition of extending assistance to localities for public housing for low- 
income families there must be a showing by the local community that there 
is a program under way to improve the existing private housing supply 
through enforcement of building, health, and sanitary laws. 

Our subcommittee believes that the Federal Government should not assist in 
the provision of public housing for low-income families except as a part of a 
larger program for the general improvement of housing in the community. We 
believe it is imperative for every means to be fully utilized to rid our cities of 
slums and blight and to provide good housing in a suitable living envronment 
at rents or sales prices our families can afford. 

It should be noted that our proposed amendment would provide an additional 
incentive for the general improvement of slum and blighter areas in localities 
which do not have an urban redevelopment program under Title I of the Hous- 
ing Act of 1949 but wish to undertake a public housing program for low-income 
families. 

Recommedation No. 6 


We recommend that the preferences for otherwise eligible families dis- 
placed from slum clearance or urban redevelopment areas contained in the 
Housing Act of 1949 be extended to eligible families displaced by other pub- 
lic undertakings which result in the demolition of dwellings, such as new 
highways, bridge approaches, street widenings, the demolition of temporary 
war housing, or condemnation through local health or sanitary laws. 

We believe that this amendment will bring a closer coordination between 
public housing for low-income families and a program of general civic improve- 
ment. We think that the present preferences are too narrow, restricted as they 
are effectively to programs under or similar to Title I. There are many other 
public activities such as those mentioned above which cause families to be forcibly 
displaced. In particular we believe that if there is going to be a large-seale 
law enforcement program, resulting in the closing or condemnation of sub- 
standard dwellings, the rehousing of families living in them must be facilitated. 

Our amendment would give flexibility to local housing authorities in the estab- 
lishment of preferences at any given time. This would permit the giving of 
a preference for a particular local activity under way at the moment and 
terminating the preference when it is no longer needed. We would permit 
local housing authorities to reserve a given number of public housing units for 
the rehousing of families displaced from the site of a specific project. 

Preferences for families of veterans and servicemen contained in the present 


law would be retained as a first preference within any preference groups which 
are established. 





Recommendation No. 7 


We recommend that the Housing Act of 1949 be amended to provide— 
(1) that the present authorized payments in lieu of taxes at 10 per- 
cent of shelter rents be made mandatory, provided that the local con- 
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tribution through tax exemption must be at least 20 percent of the 
Federal contribution, or 

(2) that where State laws permit and localities so desire, public 
housing for low-income families may be subject to full taxes provided 
that the locality agrees to pay in cash the difference between full taxes 
and 10 percent of the shelter rents, so long as there is a Federal annual 
contribution, and 

(3) that where the local contribution is through tax exemption the 
amount of the full taxes which would have-been levied if the housing 
were privately owned and the payments in lieu of taxes reeeived be 
made a matter of public record. 

It was the intent of the Housing Act of 1949, as well as the earlier United 
States Housing Act of 1937, that the public housing program for low-income 
families be a joint program of the Federal and local governments. In this joint 
program it was properly provided that the public housing be exempt from local 
taxation, as are all other properties used for a public purpose, but that a 
reasonable payment be made for municipal services. After much study the Con- 
gress provided in the Housing Act of 1949 that the local authorities should pay 
10 percent of the shelter rents as a payment in lieu of taxes to the locality. 
(See Exhibit 17.) 

It has been recommended to our Subcommittee that this formula be changed 
to provide that full taxes be paid and that a remission of the taxes be made 
through appropriations of the local communities. It was also recommended that 
should the present formula be continued, the payment and the local contribution 
both be made certain and definite and understandable. 

Our Subcommittee has devoted considerable time to the recommendations on 
taxes and believes that our proposals satisfy the objectives of those concerned 
about this phase of the program. 

First, we believe that our Recommendation No. 4 above meets one of the prin- 
cipal objectives since the local community will ultimately be paid back, insofar 
as possible, the contribution which it has made through partial tax exemption. 

Second, there was a question raised before our Subcommittee concerning the 
obligation of the local housing authority to make payments in lieu of taxes. 
We have met this question through our amendment making such payments 
mandatory. 

Third, we have provided in our amendment for a choice to the locality either 
to continue the present system of contributions through partial tax exemption 
or to require the payments of full taxes provided that the locality agrees to 
appropriate to the local housing authority an amount equal to the difference 
between full taxes and 10 percent of the shelter rents. 

Finally, we have provided that if the locality chooses the method of making 
its contributions through partial tax exemption that the amount of full taxes 
which would have been levied if the housing were privately owned and the pay- 
ments in lieu of taxes received be made a matter of public record. This, we 
believe, meets the objective of making the amount of the local distribution cer- 
tain and known. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES 


We have received many recommendations for the improvement of the present 
program, for the elimination of alleged weaknesses and abuses, and for carrying 
out the original intent of the Housing Act of 1937, as amended in 1949. Most 
of these recommendations do not require changes in the law but are purely 
matters of administration. The present Commissioner of the Public Housing 
Administration is cognizant of the situation and has informed our Subcommit- 
tee that he is taking, and will take any further, necessary steps. 


Recommendation No. 8 


We recommend the use, where feasible, of existing sound structures, with 
rehabilitation if necessary, instead of relying solely upon new construction. 
We believe that wherever possible there should be full use of rehabilitated 
existing sound structures for public housing for-low income families. This has 
always been possible under the existing law but the provision has not been 
utilized. Our Subcommittee believes that where it is economically feasible to 
rehabilitate sound existing structures and where their use fits where necessary 
into an overall plan for neighborhood improvement and conservation that reha- 
bilitation should be considered before any new construction is authorized. 
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Recommendation No. 9 


We recommend that, wherever feasible, public housing should be built at 
lower densities. 

Our Subcommittee received complaints that densities of public housing devel- 
opments are too high. Where housing was developed on slum sites the densities 
sometimes were increased twofold. The principal reason for this is the high cost 
of slum sites and the desire to keep unit costs within reasonable bounds. We 
believe, however, that it is short-sighted economy to make savings in site cost 
at the expense of developing crowded and congested projects which are not too 
well accepted in some localities. 

One of the methods of lowering densities of public housing would be to make 
sites available through Title I where there is a write-down in cost to the use- 
value of the site. We believe that it was fully intended in the Housing Act of 
1949 that some urban redevelopment sites be made available for public housing 
for low-income families. 

We believe that in any event the densities of public housing developments 
should be reduced. The Public Housing Administration should keep a separate 
record of slum clearance cost and show it as a lump sum for the project and not 
try to prorate it as part of the cost of dwelling units. 


Recommendation No. 10 


We recommend that public housing developments be smaller and that 
possibly scattered sites be used for individual dwellings. 

Many developments in the existing program are entirely too large. We recog- 
nize that this is due in part to an attempt to establish a decent neighborhood 
for developments set down in slum areas and surrounded by substandard hous- 
ing. Another reason advanced for large developments is economies in construe- 
tion and management although this has never been clearly demonstrated. 

It is our belief that smaller developments and even scattered dwellings would 
be much better for the localities and for the residents. 

It was recommended to our Subcommittee that public housing projects be 
designed so that the dwellings could eventually be sold to families who become 
ineligible for continued occupancy. While we believe that future projects 
should be designed so that they could be sold if they are no longer needed for 
low-income families we do not believe in a general sales program to families who 
become ineligibie. 

We are in sympathy with the general objectives of the proponents of this 
proposal in that we believe that they have a genuine desire to permit families to 
remain in their dwellings if they should wish to do so, even if their incomes 
increase beyond the limits for continued occupancy. We believe, however, that 
this problem should be met through our Recommendations No. 1 and No. 2 for 
the expansion of private enterprise both through rehabilitation of sound existing 
structures and the construction of new housing. We believe that additional 
standard housing is the answer to this problem and we should not dispose of any 
of the limited supply of public housing for low-income families as long as it i&8 
needed. If there is a continuing need and a unit is sold it merely means that 
another public housing unit would have to be constructed. 


Recommendation No. 11 


We recommend that design of developments conform more closely to local 
dwelling patterns and construction practices. 

It has been brought to the attention of our Subcommittee that all too often, 
public housing developments are completely different from the type of dwellings 
customarily built in a locality, are lacking in domestic scale and design, and use 
of materials, and thus stick out in their neighborhoods as “projects” rather than 
homes. 

Single-family homes have been cousistently refused approval and even twin 
houses have been turned down in most cases. Single story houses have also 
been discouraged although in many localities they are the customary type of 
dwelling. Density requirements have not permitted giving families in smaller 
localities the land which they are accustomed to have for gardening and 
family use. 

We recognize that the requirements which have been imposed were largely 
an attempt to hold capital costs to a minimum. We believe, however, that the 
use of types of construction familiar in a locality may well offset other increases. 
Moreover, we believe it is certainly arguable that the changes advocated would 
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result in the residents being able to assume greater responsibility for the main- 
tenance of their homes and thus reduce operating costs and consequently annual 
contribtuions of the Federal Government. 

Project design, construction methods, and materials have sometimes been 
employed which are not usual in other local dwelling construction. We believe 
that if these conformed more to local practices it would be possible for local 
authorities to secure bids not only from the larger private construction com- 
panies as at present but also from private operative homebuilders who do not 
now bid generally on public housing developments. 

We believe, furthermore, that there should be a full exploration of the 
possibilities of using mass-produced houses for public housing developments. 


Recommendation No. 12 


We recommend that more attention be paid to the problems of the aged, 
both in the design and size of dwellings. 

Our Subcommittee is impressed by the information given us 6n the particularly 
difficult plight of the aged in finding adequate housing within their reduced 
means. Data for 1951 (see Exhibit 5) show that one-half of the 3 million 
urban families and a similar proportion of the 1 million rural nonfarm families 
with the head of the family 65 years or more had incomes of less than $2,629 
and $1,307, respectively. For families of all ages, half of the urban families 
had incomes less than $4,071 and half of the rural nonfarm families had less 
than $3,365. For aged individuals living alone, or with others who were not 
related, half in urban areas had incomes of less than $711 and half in rural 
nonfarm places had less than $478 incomes. 

The aged are becoming an increasingly more significant part of the popula- 
tion as medical science has found the means of keeping more persons healthy 
to an advanced age. Since earning power is greatly reduced and more reliance 
has to be placed on old-age pensions, the older families are becoming a far 
larger part of the problem. 

It is generally recognized that the public housing program for low-income 
families is particularly important for children in their formative years. For 
this reason, local housing authorities have paid particular attention to the pro- 
vision of housing for families with children, and have taken care to provide 
units for relatively large families. 

Our Subcommittee recognizes the need of decent housing for families with 
children. We believe, however, that greater attention must be paid, both in 
the design and size of dwellings, for the aged whose housing needs are also 
acute. 


Recommendation No. 138 


We recommend that the present method of financing the capital cost 
of public housing with funds from private investors be retained. 

It has been recommended to us that it might be more desirable for the capital 
cost of public housing tor low-income families to be financed by the U.S. 
Treasury either through direct loans or the purchase of local housing author- 
ity obligations. 

We believe that it was a sound intent of the Housing Act of 1949 to en- 
courage the full participation of private investors in the financing of public 
housing for low-income families. We believe it is a basic principle to rely upon 
private enterprise to the greatest possible extent in all undertakings. 

It was also recommended to us that the present Federal income tax exemp- 
tion of local housing authority obligations be removed. Our subcommittee is 
strongly of the opinion that the question of tax exemption of these particular 
bonds cannot and should not be divorced from a consideration of the tax exemp- 
tion of other obligations of the States and municipalities and other public 
bodies generally. 

One of the arguments advanced for the removal of tax exemption from local 
housing authority obligations is that the. tax exemption feature attracts* in- 
vestment: funds which otherwise would go into financing private construction. 
Our Subcommittee finds no validity in this claim. The funds which go into 
tax exempt securities, be they local housing authority issues or those of other 
local political subdivisions, generally would not be available for mortgage 
financing of private housing. If local housing authority securities were not 
available, such investment funds would be put into the many other issues 
of local public bodies. 
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Recommendation No. 14 


We recommend a tightening of administrative practices to prevent the 
promotion of public housing in localities by Federal employees. 

The Federal statute, in recognition of the sound principle that there should 
be local determination of the need for public housing for low-income families, 
now provides that the Federal Government may not give financial assistance 
“unless the local governing body of the locality involved has by resolution 
approved the application of the public housing agency for such preliminary 
loan” and “unless the governing body of the locality involved has entered into 
an agreement with the public housing agency providing for the local cooperation 
required by the Authority pursuant to this Act.” Thus, it is impossible under 
the present statute for a local housing authwurity to proceed wih a public hous- 
ing program for low-income families unless it has the approval of the local gov- 
erning body of its locality. 

Even though the program has to be approved by the local governing body, 
we do not believe that employees of the Public Housing Administration should 
attempt to promote the program. We do believe, however, it is not only en- 
tirely proper but the duty of any public agency, Federal or local, to inform 
the public of the program which it is administering, how it operates and what 
its purposes are. We also think that it is proper, and often necessary, for 
Federal officials to visit localities at the request of the local government to ex- 
plain the operations of their program in relation to local conditions. 

It was recommended to our Subcommittee that the present Federal law be 
amended to require a local referendum before a public housing program can 
be undertaken in a community. We have given serious consideration to this 
proposal and have reviewed the legislative history on requirements for local 
referenda both in the Federal and State laws (see Exhibit 19). 

As a result of our investigation and considerations we recommend no change 
in the Federal law in this regard. We believe that a requirement in the Fed- 
eral law for a local referendum would be a clear violation of the rights of 
States and localities to determine what limitations, if any, they might wish to 
establish on their representative form of government and to operate their own 
programs as they desire. 


it is entirely possible now for any locality to have a referendum on public 
housing if it wishes. We do not believe that it should be made mandatory that 
a locality have a referendum if it prefers to operate through its elected repre- 
sentatives on the City Council. This recommendation is entirely without regard 
to the question of public housing but represents to us a clear principle of the 
rights of States and localities to carry on their government in the way that 
they, in their own localities, believe that it should be conducted. 


LANHAM ACT HOUSING 


The Executive Committee assigned to our Subcommittee the matter of dis- 
position of war housing constructed by the Federal Government under the Lan- 
ham Act. We were aware that the recommendations being considered by the 
Subcommittee on Organization would affect the disposition program. We were 
also informed by the Public Housing Administration that there were no im- 
mediately necessary legislative changes but that certain desirable administra- 
tive changes were being made. In view of these circumstances our Subcommit- 
tee is making no recommendations with respect to the disposition of Lanham 
Act war housing. 


ATTACHMENT TO REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING FOR LOW-INCOME 
FAMILIES (APPENDIX 3) 


The Advisory Committee, in adopting the Report of the Subcommittee on 
Housing for Low-Income Families, took the following actions on the Subcom- 
mittee‘s recommendations. None of the changes which were made by the Ad- 
visory Committee were incorporated by the Subcommittee into its Report. 

Recommendation No. 1 
Accepted. 

Recommendation No. 2 
Not accepted. 
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Recommendation No. 3 

Accepted with changes as follows: 

We recommend that pending demonstrated progress towards the achieve- 
ment of the objectives of the full comprehensive program proposed by the 
Committee, including the expansion of the mortgage insurance program of 
the Federal Housing Administration to extend home ownership to more and 
more families in all income levels, particularly among the low-income fami- 
lies and minority groups, and also encouragement and assistance to private 
enterprise to construct low-rent housing for lower income families with 
assistance of FHA, and pending the demonstrated progress towards the 
achievement of the objectives of a vast and aggressive program of slum 
clearance to be carried out by the communities of the Nation with the aid 
of Federal loans, grants, and mortgage loan insurance, the Public Housing 
Program for low-income families as contained in the Housing Act of 1949, 
should be continued in such amounts as the Administration and Congress 
may determine, with due regard to (1) the continuing housing needs of low- 
income families, (2) the ability of the Federal Government to provide funds 
for the necessary grants, (3) the Federal grants and fiscal policies as they 
relate to all other grants and subsidy programs of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and (4) the impact which the financing of all Government subsidy 
programs that may be authorized will have on the supply of investment 
funds. 

Whether the financing of public housing in the local and Federal pro 
portions now existent shall be by capital grant or annual subsidy method 
has not been dealt with by the Committee. 


Recommendation No. 4 
Accepted. 
Recommendation No. 5 


Accepted with changes as follows: 

We recommend that the Housing Act of 1949 be amended to provide 
that before qualifying for grants for public housing, the locality shall 
present a workable program to attack the problem of urban decay. 


Recommendation No. 6 


Accepted. 
Recommendation No. 7 ie 
Paragraphs 1 and 2 were accepted without change. Paragraph 3 was of : 
accepted with the addition of the underlined language so as to read as A) 
follows: nee 
3. that where the local contribution is through tax exemption, the wa 
amount of the full taxes which would have been levied if the housing 5 
were privately owned and the payments in lieu of taxes received be 
made a matter of public record, and that where local contributions 
are paid in cash or through tar exemption, as provided in Paragraph 2 
or 8, estimates of such amounts also be made a matter of public record 
prior to entering into a contract for annual contributions for the assist- 
ance of a public housing project. 
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Recommendation No. 9 the 


Accepted. 
Recommendation No. 10 
Not accepted. 


Recommendation No. 11 

Accepted. ings 
Dist 
Recommendation No. 12 


Accepted. 
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Recommendation No. 13 
Not accepted. 
Recommendation No, 14 


Not accepted. 
+ * 


ExHIsit 21 


CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF RENT CERTIFICATE PLANS IN DEVELOPING 
LEGISLATION ON PusBLIC Housine ror Low-INcoME FAMILIES * 


The following is a record of consideration which was given by the Congress, 
in the course of enacting housing legislation, to proposals for rent certificates 
as a substitute for public housing for low-income families. 


I. WHAT THE CONGRESS WAS ASKED TO CONSIDER 


_ 2. The record shows that over the period 1936 to 1949 a number of witnesses 

appeared before various Congressional Committees advocating a plan of rent 
certificates as a substitute for public housing for low-income famiiies. The 
proponents of the plan have always presented it in general terms on the order 
of the statement by the National Association of Real Estate Boards quoted 
below. The United States Chamber of Commerce advocated direct rent as- 
sistance by local relief agencies in the hearings preceding the enactment of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, but presented no further details of the opera- 
tions of its plan.” The United States Building and Loan League similarly ad- 
vocated the same principle without details of its operation.” The Home Build- 
ers Association of Metropolitan Washington advocated what appeared to be a 
combination of rent relief, government write-down of site cost and Federal tax 
exemption but there were no details of operation.’ 

8. Although witnesses testified in general terms, the two following published 
statements are illustrations of the principles of the rent certificate plan and 
how it would operate. 

4. The first of these was published by the National Association of Real Estate 
Boards in 1943: 

“Public assistance should be given directly to families that cannot pay eco- 
nomic rents. This assistance should be administered through local welfare 
boards in the form of rent certificates adjusted to the needs and requirements 
of the family. Such certificates must not be used to perpetuate slum conditions. 
A program such as this will insure that housing assistance goes where it is 
needed and only as long as it is needed. This is the straightforward American 
way of handling the problem.” ‘ 

5. The second was published by the Producers’ Council * in 1944. This state 
ment is the only one found which describes in detail what a rent certificate 
plan is and how it might operate. 

“Rental supervision plan.—The principal function of the board would be to 
operate the Rental Supervision Plan in the community. Under this plan, the 
board would undertake to find suitable rental accommodations for particular 
relief families selected by the welfare agency of the local government. It would 
(1) inspect the physical characteristics of properties and approve or reject them, 
(2) examine the kinds and character of the services to be rendered by landlords 
and approve or disapprove, (3) determine occupancy standards which indicate 
the size, character, and composition of family which may properly occupy par- 


1 Hearings before the House Banking and Currency Committee, 75th Cong., 1st sess., on 
H.R. 5935 and S. 1685, pp. 228 and 249 

2 Ibid. pp. 178, 186, 217-8, 226 and 227. 

3 Hearings before the Subcommittee on Housing and Urban Redevelopment of the Special 
Senate Committee on Post-War Economic Policy and Planning, 79th Cong., 1st sess., pur- 
suant to S. Res. 102, conducted by Senator Taft (hereafter referred to as the Taft hear- 
ings) at page 2095; and Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on the 
District of Columbia, 78th Cong., 2d sess., on S. Res. 184 and S. 1690 conducted by Senator 
Burton (hereinafter referred to as the Burton hearings) at page 1093. 

‘Statement of policies adopted at the Second Realtors’ War Conference at Cleveland, 
Ohio, November 19, 1943, as reproduced in Headlines, vol. 10, No. 49, December 6. 1943. 

5“Toward a Postwar Housing Program,” August 1944, pp. 53 to 55. This publication 
Was described as a series of suggestions for study and discussion and did not represent the 
official position of the Producers’ Council. 


*Source: Legal Division, Public Housing Administration. 
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ticular units, (4) establish the maximum rentals and service charges relief 
families would be permitted to pay for particular units, (5) negotiate or assist 
in the negotiation of leases between landlords and tenants, (6) supervise the 
relations between landlords and tenants during the periods of occupancy under 
the right of the community to examine the character of the services purchased 
with public funds, and (7) engage in such other related activities as will assist 
and protect relief families in expending rent relief funds to advantage. 

“Selection of families.—The basic concept of the plan is to approach the hous- 
ing problems of low-income groups in terms of actual families. It is an exten- 
sion of the present welfare relief process which provides rent monies to many 
of the families. 

“Families qualified for housing assistance would be selected from among the 
neediest in the community by individual case studies made by welfare workers. 
First consideration would be given to those who are housed in the poorest man- 
ner and least able to correct their housing condition. The quarters would be 
selected in relation to the needs of the families—particular families—not by the 
rentals they are able to pay. In other words, houses or flats will be selected 
for families, not families for houses. 

“The system stresses the importance of rehabilitating families and depends 
for its efficacy upon the remedies prescribed as a result of the individual 
family case studies and diagnoses. 

“The desirable policy to pursue would be to permit the assisted families to 
have a reasonably free choice as to where they live and the kind of quarters 
they select among the approved facilities available. Every effort should be 
made to prevent unnecessary colonization of relief families or to permit the 
system to operate in any manner which even identifies which families are re- 
ceiving public assistance. 

“Selection of properties——The board would invite private owners to submit 
properties for approval. The properties would be carefully inspected and an- 
alyzed with respect to environing conditions, safety, health, physical layout, 
condition, equipment, and all other pertinent characteristics. The board would 
select and approve properties for occupancy by particular sizes and types of 
families and would determine rentals and services. Owners would then be in 
a position to offer their properties for rent to relief families or to refuse and 
withdraw them from this particular rental market. 

“Approval would usually remain in effect for a period of one or two years 
from the time a relief family takes occupancy. The board could insist upon 
the use of a lease clearly setting out the terms and conditions of occupancy. 

“Renting Procedures.—The local housing board would determine, for each 
family, the amount of rent required to house the family properly and would 
offer approved units of the proper size and character to the family. Neither the 
landlords or the family would be required to accept any particular proposal, al- 
though the relief family would not be permitted to live in unapproved quarters 
while receiving rent assistance. 

“Amount of subsidy—Under the rental supervision plan the amount of the 
subsidy consists of the difference between the rent paid to the landlord and the 
amount toward rent paid by the family. Families whose incomes rise, after 
admission as tenants, to an amount which is 3% times the rent of the quarters 
they occupy would be required to pay the entire rent and would thereafter not 
be receiving any assistance. 

“There are two methods by which the actual payment of rents may be accom- 
plished. One method is to furnish the relief money directly to the family and 
permit it to pay the full rent to the landlord. The others is to have the housing 
board collect the relief family’s share of the rent and pay the full rent to the 
landlord. The first method prevents the landlord from knowing the extent of 
the assistance the family receives. The second requires the board to collect 


rents from the families and involves a direct accounting between the board and 
the landlord.” 


II. CLAIMS FOR AND OBJECTIONS TO THE PLAN AS EXRESSED BY WITNESSES 


6. The benefits of the plan as stated by the proponents were that ownership 
and operation of the housing would be left in the hands of private enterprise; 
the rental subsidy would encourage rehabilitation and construction in an other- 
wise unprofitable field and thereby improve housing conditions for families of 
low income; it would involve the least public expenditure of funds to accomplish 
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the desired result of providing decent housing for low-income families; the sub- 
sidy would be strictly limited to an amount and for the period actually needed ; 
and the “relief” label would tend to discourage families from wanting to con- 
tinue to obtain assistance.° 
7. Objections to the plan were that it would not produce additional decent 
housing because there was no possibility of assurance of adequate funds and a 
continuity of those funds‘; that it was bound to cost more than public housing 
because public housing can obtain much cheaper financing, because profit and 
risk are eliminated in public housing, because public housing remains available 
for low-income families after the subsidy stops,” and because the cost of super- 
vision of the rent certificate plan “to maintain a decent standard of housing” 
would be ‘“‘very heavy”;° that the degree of continuing supervision required 
would “make the controls established under OPA appear like the gentle urg- 
ings of a Sunday School teacher”; and that private enterprise would never 
submit to the necessary regulations or it would cease to be private enterprise.” 
It was pointed out, in answer to the claim that housing was no different from 
groceries, that bad groceries are not put on the market and that there is no 
shortage of good groceries.“ Concern was expressed before the Burton Com- 
mittee as to what happens to the family and to the landlord when welfare funds 
are cut.” Resentment on the part of the owners was cited as a result of a 
determined effort made in Milwaukee to use the rent relief rolls as a means of 
forcing housing improvement.* New York Emergency Relief rent payments 
were cited as an example of the high cost and perpetuation of slums. It was 
stated here that double-decker dumbbell flats that were 30 percent empty filled 
up and their values zoomed and that “it has been said that the $30,000,000 
annually given to tenants for rent payments for these flats would have sufficed 
to clean up almost half the city’s slum and rehouse the occupants decently for 
60 years.” In both the Taft and Burton hearings, and in the 1936 hearings 
leading up to the enactment of the United States Housing Act, objections were 
voiced, largely by representatives of social welfare agencies and groups, that it 
would put the stigma of the “relief client” upon a very great additional number 
of families, particularly Negroes as a class,” and that it was a reversion to the 
undesirable “dole” and “relief in kind” system.” These representatives also 
voiced objections to handling such cases on a case-by-case basis; * and expressed 
their fears of insufficient appropriation,” and the virtual impossibility to pre- 
vent misuse under actual conditions due to the fact that the families’ needs for 
some kind of shelter would, in all instances, be a stronger force on the admin- 
istering agency than the wish to maintain good building standards.” 

8. The objections were summarized in the Taft hearings,” as follows: 

“(1) A large number of individuals would be added to the rolls of relief 
agencies. 

“(a) Millions of persons who need improved housing, including many who 
are otherwise financially independent, would be forced to accept rent relief 
through welfare agencies in order to pay rents sufficient to obtain housing 
which meets a minimum standard as defined by the respective municipalities. 

“(b) There would be many complex difficulties in establishing and main- 


taining the eligibility requirements governing assistance in the form of rent 
certificates. 


®* No formal statement by the proponents of all the benefits claimed for the plan has been 
found. The above represents a composite of statements and references from presentations 
and discussions before Congressional Committees. 

™ Taft hearings, supra, pp. 1727-—S. 

SIbid., pp. 1581-2. 

® Thid., p. 1728. 

20 Thid.. p. 1729. 

1 Thid., pp. 1580-1. 

2 Thid.. pp. 1580 and 1727. 

3 Rnrton hearings, p. 1093. 

4 Tbid., p. 1095. 

% Ibid.. pp. 1093-4. 

16 Burton hearings, pp. 1116 and 1241; Hearings before the Senate Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor, 74th Cong., 2d sess., on S. 4424, p. 91. 

™ Burton hearings, pp. 1095 and 1241. Taft hearings, pp. 1308 and 2095. 

18 Hearings on S. 4424. footnote 16, supra, p. 239. 

1 Burton hearings, p. 1241. 

20 Thid., p. 1241. 

“Taft hearings, pp. 1727-8. The statement was approved by the executive committees 
of the Familv elfare Association of America, the American Public Welfare Association, 
and the American Association of Social Workers and by the National Committee of Housing 
Associations and the Board of Governors of the National Association of Housing Officials. 
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“(2) Local administration of the plan would be costly and complicated. 

“(a) Recurrent inspection of dwellings scattered throughout the city, 
record-keeping, income checks, investigations for millions of families living 
in substandard housing would involve a vast expenditure of public funds. 

*(b) Local welfare agencies would be able to cope with the administrative 
problems of this plan only if provided with largely increased appropriations 
for additional staff and facilities. 

“(c) Local welfare agencies would be forced to engage in the granting of 
relief in kind, a practice that is now being given up as unsound welfare 
policy. 

“(3) The rent certificate plan would be more costly to the taxpayers than the 
existing public housing program. 

“(a) The rentals of private housing meeting a minimum standard are 
about $15 per month in excess of the unsubsidized rents of public housing. 
Therefore, the rent certificate plan of assistance would necessitate a very 
great increase in subsidy if the same standards are to be met. 

(b>) Publie subsidy to low-income families to enable them to obtain ade- 
quate housing would continue. The burden of an increased subsidy, how- 
ever, would fall on the taxpayers who support local welfare agencies. There 
is question as to whether sufficient funds would be allocated to welfare 
agencies for such a program. 

“(4) A needed new supply of low-rent housing would not be provided. 

“(a) The present program of rent allotments by welfare agencies often 
results in the housing of welfare clients in slum housing. 

“(b) The rent certificate plan would not provide the means for the con- 
struction of low-rent housing. 

“(c) Unless the supply of new low-rent housing is increased, progress can- 
not be made toward solving the problem of providing adequate housing for 
ail families of low income. 

“(5) Substandard housing would not be eliminated. 

“(a) Even with the increased rents paid under the rent certificate plan, the 
improvement of blighted neigkborhoods would not be assured, and there is 
no positive provision for the redevelopment of the slums. 

“(b) Localities would need improved housing codes and methods of en- 
forcement. The facts are that few localities have adequate housing codes 
and enforcement experience. It is unreasonable to expect that the housing 
regulation activities of cities can suddenly be vastly improved and ex- 
panded. Vigorous enforcement of adequate housing regulations would result 
almost immeciately in a shortage of housing accommodations. In all areas 
where the percentage of vacancies of low-rental housing is low, excessive 
rents would prevail unless effective rent control were established ; otherwise, 
public funds would be paid to the owners of substandard buildings, thus 
subsidizing and perpetuating poor housing and blighted areas.” 


Ifl. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION AND ACTION 


9. Although rent certificate plans have been proposed to Congress on numerous 
occasions since 1936, there has been no favorable action by any Committee or by 
either the House or Senate. 

10. The plan was considered in the hearings in 1936 and 1987 leading up to 
the enactment of the United States Housing Act.” The Committee on Education 
and Labor concluded in its final reports on both bills * that— 

“The committee is convinced thet in dealing with the housing of families of 
low income, systematic low-rent housing should be substituted for relief. This 
procedure will be cheaper for the Government, more beneficial to business, and 
infinitely more desirable to those of our citizens who are now living in slums and 
blighted areas, both in urban and rural parts of the country.” 

11. It was discussed at length during the course of the Taft Committee hear- 
ings on Housing and Urban Redevelopment.* That Committee rejected the 
plan in its final Report, stating its reasons as follows: 

“Tt has been argued before the subcommittee that such families should be 
assisted by rent certificates just as grocery stamps have been furnished to needy 


2 Hearings on S. 4424, footnote 16, supra, pp. 91, 145, 148, 189, 200. 212, and 239: and 
Hearings on H.R. 5033 and S. 1685, footnote 1, supra, pp. 178-79, 226. 228. and 249. 

2S. Rep. 2160 on S. 4424, 74th Cong., 2d sess., p. 7; and S. Rep. No. 933 on S. 1685, 
75th Cong., 2d sess., at p. 8. 

% Taft hearings, footnote 3, supra, pp. 1307-8, 1580, 1726-36, 2016, 2086, 2095, and 2173. 
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families. The number of families entitled to rent certificates upon any such 
bas's would be infinitely larger than those requiring other relief. It is not at all 
certain that such a plan would bring about improvement in the bad housing 
accommodations that now exist. In fact, the scheme might work to maintain 
the profitability of slum areas and, consequently, to retard their climination. 
It would certainly require a detailed regulation of private rental quarters both 
as to condition and rent. 

“While rejecting the proposal of rent relief as a solution for the housing diffi- 
culties of all low-income families, the subeommittee recognizes that rent relief 
will to some extent have to be given to families in speciai conditions of poverty 
or sickness that cannot even pay the rents for public housing.” 

12. The plan was discussed again in 1946 and 1949 on the floor of the Senate 
in the debates leading up to the enactment of the Housing Act of 1949.° No 
arguments were advanced in favor of the plan on the floor. Senator Ellencer 
opposed it because it would “most likely prove more expensive to the tax- 
payer” and because “wherever some such method has been tried in the past 
it has tended to result not in the subsidization of existing decent housing but in 
the actual subsidization of slum dwellings.” Senator Taft opposed it because— 

“The issuance of rent certificates would not insure the building of new houses 
or getting rid of slums * * * [it] simply would enable the landlords to obtain 
more money, and no one would build any new houses or any new rental housing 
in the hope that when built, there would be a sufficient number of people with 
rent certificates to rent it. So it seems to us that the rent certificate plan would 
not in any way accomplish the purpose. Furthermore it would be more expensive. 
It would cover more people but it would be more expensive because everyone 
whose income was less than a certain amount would be entitled to an equal 
division of the rent certificate.” * 

Later in the same discussion, Senator Taft stated: 

“Mr. President, I merely wish to say that another substitute which was pro- 
posed for the present public-housing subsidy was to subsidize private housing. 
The difficulty with that is that it requires an indefinite amount of Government 
regulation, and I do not believe that the people who build private housing are 
willing to submit to that kind of regulation. Furthermore, while it could be 
done, it would cost more in actual cash outlay than the public-honsing subsidy 
costs, for the reason that the public-housing subsidy covers not only what we 
pay, but also the cost of exemption from local taxation. A private institution 
is usually unable to obtain such exemption, and also the private institution 
is not able to sell its securities on the same basis as that on which municipal 
corporations are able to sell their securities. 

“So the actual outlay to the Federal Government, if we try to subsidize private 
housing in a way exactly parallel and similar to the way we subsidize public 
housing which is being subsidized, would be considerably greater than the outlay 
for the present subsidy. 

“So it did not seem to us that they would be very practical, nor did we find any 
private operators who were willing to build housing for low-income families on a 
subsidized basis, with all the controls and Government regulations which would 
necessarily be involved—for instance, supervision in connection with the selec- 
tion of tenants, and so forth—regulations and controls which are necessary or 
are now imposed by the public authority. 

“So I do not know. I have not been able to find any method of providing low- 
rent housing for families wholly unable to pay the costs of private housing, except 
the method we now continue in the pending bill, for housing at the rate of 125,000 
units a year for 4 years.” 

13. Senator Taft repeated his opposition in the debates in 1948 on the same 
grounds stating: 

“Can we solve the problem simply by paying tenants a sufficient amount to en- 
able them to pay their rent, if they receive a very low income or no income at 
all? The general answer is that that will not solve the problem. There are still 
slum areas, and in all probability we shall not improve them. The persons who 
own them will simply receive larger rents. They may put the housing in better 





* Report on Postwar Housing by the Subcommittee on Housing and Urban Redevelop- 
ment, August 1, 1945, 79th Cong., 1st sess., on S. Res. 33, p. 6. 

2 Debate on S. 1592. Temp. Cong. Rec. April 11, 1946, pp. 3561-2, 3588, and 2589; and 
debate on 8S. 866, April 20, 1949, p. 4714. 

27 Debate on S. 1592, supra, p. 8562. 

BS Ibid., p. 3588. 
® Tbid., p. 3589. 








646 PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE DISAPPROVING S. 57 


condition, but no one will build a new home on the chance that 10 years from 
today someone may not be receiving relief. We do not know whether it will 
work. We do not know how well relief tenants will be aided. We do not know 
whether the State will give them relief.” 


14. Rent certificate proposals were also considered with respect to local appli- 
cation in the District of Columbia in the hearings conducted by Senator Burton 
in 1944," and in the hearings before the Subcommittee on the Judiciary of the 
House Committee on the District of Columbia later in the same year,” with no 
resulting comment by the Committees. 


+ * * * * * * 


Senator Busu. I am quite certain, Mr. Chairman, that the Senator 
from Pennsylvania is right about his commission. I think it was the 
Manion commission, later to become the Kestnbaum commission. 

Senator SparkMAN. It may be. He has just pointed out to me this 
particular paragraph: 

I favor very strongly the creation of this commission which I hope will be 
created this week to study the whole problem of Federal aid to the States in 
these various fields and the proper distribution of revenues to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the States * * *. 

Senator Busu. That is the Manion commission. 

Senator Sparkman. All right. Both of them, however, bear on 
this subject and apparently came to the same conclusion. 

All right, Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Mason. I have no particular questions to address to you today. 
You may have statements you wish to make, you and the gentlemen 
with you, so just proceed in your own way. The other members of the 
committee may want to ask you questions. 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN P. MASON, ADMINISTRATOR, HOUSING 
AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 


Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, we have the same group here today 
as we had last week, with the exception that Mr. Beverly Mason is 
representing the FHA instead of the Commissioner, who is out in 
the Midwest speaking at a meeting. 

There are several things, Mr. Chairman, that I thought I would 
like to explain before we got into this discussion. 

On the opening day of the hearings I was asked concerning my 
participation in the preparation of the President’s veto message. I 
stated, as shown on page 102 of the record, that I had not written 
the message. On the other hand, I stated, as shown on page 86 of 
the record, that I had been consulted about the message. And I 
thought the fair implication of my remarks in response to questions 
from Senator Douglas was that I had recommended a veto. 

However, I was speaking extemporaneously, a situation which 
sometimes permits misunderstanding. And apparently I had been 
misunderstood as saying that I was not consulted. 

In order to insure that there can be no misunderstanding whatso- 
ever, I should like to reaffirm that I was fully consulted by the White 
House, and to say further that I submitted a review of many points 
contained in S. 57 which the administration desired, as well as those 


* Debate on S. 866, footnote 26, supra. 

*1 Burton hearings, footnote 3, supra, pp. 1092-6, 1116-7, 1240-6. 

® Hearings on H.R. 4819, 4847, and 4850 on the Elimination of Alley Dwellings, 78th 
Cong., 2d sess., pp. 305-8. 
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which I thought were not consistent with the administration program ; 
and that I did recommend the veto. 

I just wanted to be sure there was no misunderstanding on that 
score. 

Senator Crark. Could I ask the witness just one question on that 
score ? 

Mr. Mason. Certainly, Senator. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator Cuark. Mr. Mason, was the memorandum you submitted 
to the White House the same memorandum, or largely the same, as 
the one attached to your letter of June 22 to Senator Dirksen ? 

Mr. Mason. I have a copy of what I submitted, Senator Clark, 
and I would be happy to provide it. 

Senator Crark. Can you not answer the simple question: Was it 
a very different memorandum? Or was it the same memorandum ? 

Mr. Mason. I do not know, Senator Clark. It is one I submitted. 
I do not know whether the one I submitted to the Senator was the 
same or not. It would be substantially the same. 

Senator Ciark. Perhaps you will, if you do not know, let us see, 
within the limits of executive secrecy, what you submitted to the 
President, and then we will see if it is the same one. 

Mr. Mason. I will be very happy to do this. 

Senator Ciark. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Mason. There was one other situation, Senator, that I thought 
there was a misunderstanding on, that I should like to clear up. This 
has to do with back-door financing. 

On the opening day of the hearings, questions were asked concern- 
ing alternate methods of financing the expenditures authorized by 
housing legislation. 

Senator Bush’s bill, S. 2378, provides that authorized expenditures 
go through the Appropriations Committee. In response to questions 
from Senator Fulbright, I advised that this provision was acceptable 
to the administration. However, I also advised that we favored the 
provision in S. 612, the administration bill, which, in a number of 
respects, does not provide for action by the Appropriations Commit- 
tee as does S. 2378. 

In his budget message, the President began his discussion of budget 
control with the following statement : 

I sincerely hope that the Congress will again consider ways by which it can 
more effectively overcome the diffused consideration which results from sep- 
arate appropriations bills, the provision of new obligational authority outside 


of the appropriation process, and the separate deliberations on revenue bills 
and the debt limit. 


More specifically, he later said: 


In addition, even though there are a few justifiable exemptions, the practice 
of providing authorizations to expend from debt receipts and contract authority 
outside the appropriation process is generally inconsistent with sound standards 
of budget practice. 

The administration’s housing bill, S. 612, would have continued 
certain existing programs on a back-door-fin: uncing basis, but it did 
not recommend any new program on such basis for reasons which the 
President indicated in the foregoing quotation from his message. 





In view of the increasing need for tighter budgetary controls, 
the sikasteionen ation has been reconsidering its position, and now op- 
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poses such financing, even for existing programs. And I am now 
authorized to state that the administration now favors the appropria- 
tion provisions in 8. 2378, rather than the provisions in S. 612. 

This is a reversal of the position which I stated to the committee 
last week. (See p. 165.) 

Senator Sparkman, All right, sir. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Williams is not here, but he asked me a ques- 
tion last week about the letter to Senator Dirksen and the distribution 
of it, and said that I might not know exactly what was going on in 
my agency in this regard, so I checked on this. 

The letter was delivered to Senator Dirksen and he released it to 
the press, and it came over the newsticker to our agency, and the press 
office of our public information office of our agency began getting re- 
quests for copies, and started to run them off on regular press release 
paper. 

The supervisor, knowing that no press release had been approved, 
stopped this, and believes that not more than two or three got into 
circulation. He cannot be sure of that, because we do not know. 

The bulk of the requests were filled as other requests would be, on 
plain mimeograph paper. There was no regular press mailing, and 
because it was not a press release we do not have an exact count of the 
number that would have been given out. But the number would be 
relatively small. 

Senator CLark. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point? 

Senator SparkMAN. Senator Clark. 

Senator Ciarx. There may have been only two or three that got 
out, Mr. Mason, but I have one of them. 

Mr. Mason. Good. 

Senator CLark. And my sources are not very good. I show it to 
you and ask you whether this is the form in which this release, which 
is dated the same day as your letter to Senator Dirksen, went forward: 
and whether that is not your usual form of newspress release; and 
whether you still feel that no more than two or three copies were 
issued. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, this is the regular form of press release, and, 
as I pointed out to you a minute ago, this was started by staff in our 
agency, and was stopped by staff in our agency 

Senator Crark. Do you think I got one of the two or three copies 
that. actually left your office ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I have the word of my staff, which I believe, 
and they tell me that this is the case. Whether I am being misled in 
this, I cannot say. 

Senator Crark. You reiterate your statement that no more than 
two or three copies of that letter went out of your office ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I brought my staff in before me in this re- 
gard last night. I asked them to be factual; said that I was not try- 
ing to castigate anyone, that I had confidence in them; I just wanted 
to know the facts. 

Senator Crark. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. Before you get away from that, Mr. Mason, I 
have just been handed a copy—— 

Mr. Mason. Another copy ? 

Senator SparkMAN. No, the same copy. 

Senator Ciark, That is the one I had. 
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Senator SparkMAN. Have you already shown him this? 
Senator Ctark. Yes. He says only two or three copies of that left 
his office. 

Mr. Mason. In that form, Senator. 

Senator Ctark. Maybe, Mr. Mason, I might ask you this question— 
and do not answer it if you consider it confidential; and you may 
consider it confidential. 

Just what did Senator Dirksen ask you for? 
against the housing bill ? 

“Mr. Mason. Senator Dirksen asked me for my opinion about the 
housing bill. 

Senator Crark. I am interested, because we have had a look at the 
memorandum which you offered me a few minutes ago as the memo- 

randum you submitted to the White House, and it is a very different 
document from this press release. This is a matter of opinion, and 
you may disagree. 

In my judgme nt, your press release was boinbastic, self-serving, and 
not capable of being verified or substantiated. On the other hand, 
your memorandum to the White House was an objective study of the 
provisions of the bill, stating the provisions which you thought were 
desirable and the provisions which you thought were not desirable. 
It was, in fact, a very temperate document, just the kind of document 
I would think a good public servant like you would want to send to 
the White House. 

So I am somewhat puzzled as to the difference in tone and content 
between this political document which was used on the floor of the 
Senate, and what might be called the administrative document which 
you furnished the White House. 

I wonder if you have any comment. 

Mr. Mason. I think [have no comment, Senator Clark. 

Senator Sparkman. All right, then, Mr. Mason. You had some- 
thing else you wanted to say. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, I simply wanted to comment on the 
discussion we had about reports. 

Senator Sparkman. All right. 

Mr. Mason. As you and other members of this committee know, I 
was a member of this committee at that time, and not a member of 
government—— 

Senator Sparkman. That is the advisory committee? 

Mr. Mason. The President’s Advisory Committee on Housing Poli- 
cies and Practices. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes, I started to mention that. 

Mr. Mason. And I would say that a group of 50-odd leaders in the 
housing industry from around the country were brought in to Wash- 
ington; that we were divided into subcommittees to study various 
parts of the housing picture; that we heard witnesses with all sorts of 
ideas on how the housing programs of the administration should be 
carried out; that we had members of organized labor, and we had 
members of the public interest groups; we had educational people: we 
had realtors and builders and mortgage lenders, 


tpn 


A good argument 


and sources of large 
capital—all these sorts of people on this committee—and_ their 
opinions were considered. 

The subcommittees reported to the main committee, and sibse- 
quently the main committee prepared final recommendations, 
43777—59 42 
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In this debate on public housing, what went on in that committee was 
an attempt to find other answers to this, and part of the other answer 
was the so-called workable program and the section 221 program and 
the section 220 program which were proposed. 

These were definitely on trial at that time, and there was no assur- 
ance that they would be any sort of a final answer. And, asa result of 
this, the recommendations of the committee were that the existing 
program be continued. 

This was the sort of thing that went on within the committee, at 
least, and whether this is actually borne out in the record I would have 
to get my copy out of the file to find out. 

But I thought it would be interesting to have those remarks in here. 

Senator SparkMAN. Of course, sections 220 and 221 have been help- 
ful programs, even though our experience in them is not very great. 
To date they have been ‘helpful, but I do not suppose anyone main- 
tains they are adequate. 

Mr. Mason. There was no assurance they were adequate at the time 
they were prepared. It was an attempt to find out if they might not 
be adequate as they worked into the program of the Government. 

Senator Sparkman. Yes. 

Any further statement? 

Mr. Mason. That is it. 

Senator SparkMAn. Any questions ? 

Senator Proxmire. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, Senator Proxmire. 

Senator Proxmire. Mr. Chairman, I have three or four questions. 
They all pertain to the same part of the veto message, Mr. Mason. 
The President says, first, that the bill is extravagant; that much of the 
spending author ized is unnec essary, and he says that a new program 
of direct Federal lending is authorized for housing—this is an ores 
of the unnecessary part of it—for elderly persons when the needs c: 
be met by private financing. 

Since you were here, Senator McNamara has testified. I presume 
you have seen his testimony. As you know, he is chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Aging of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare and he makes these points: No. 1, the majority or about 
three-fifths of the older people in America have annual incomes of 
$1,000 or less. For 3.4 million persons living alone or with relatives 
in 1957, the mean income was $918 per year; and No. 2 , the proportion 
of income paid by older Americans for rent or house payments or 
upkeep is way above, in some areas twice the proportion of income 
paid by the younger renters and owners. 

In the light of that, what in your pagent does the veto message 
mean when it says th: at the needs in the area can be adequately met by 
private funds invested under the snateetla of Federal insurance ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Proxmire, this is one of those good questions. 
I believe that we all, if we are administering programs or considering 
them, we all need to have as much factual information as we can get. 
The mere fact of income does not state need, although it does show 
what the people have to spend. We find that there are no good sta- 
tistics and when we appeared before Senator McNamara’s committee, 
one of the suggestions that we gave this committee was that a study 
be made to r mally get us the kind of factual information that could 
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justify your action as a committee and my action as the Administra- 
tor, but without this information I have to get what information I 
can and I have on my staff, I believe, competent people who have 
studied the available information that can be had. They have pre- 
pared for me a statement as to needs for elderly housing. One of the 
sources of information is the study done at the University of Michi- 
gan—I believe it is the University of Michigan—by Miss Donohue. 
Let’s see, I think I have it here. This was a study done in Grand 
Rapids, Mich. by people from Dr. Donohue’s staff at the University 
of Michigan and of those interviewed, better than 88 percent expressed 
satisfaction with their present living arrangements and had no de- 
siretomove. One of the factors in sheet 

Senator PRoxmire. You say that better than 88 percent of the eld- 
erly persons are satisfied with their present living arrangements. May 
I ask, were they chosen in an attempt to get a scientific cross section 
of income and so forth ? 

Mr. Mason. Dr. Donohue is an outstanding person in this field of 
elderly housing. 

Senator Proxmire. I am not questioning that at all. 

Mr. Mason. And her study would be objective, I am sure. 

Senator Proxmire. But was it in a particular kind of community, 
a particular city? Was it Detroit or Grand Rapids ? 

Mr. Mason. This was Grand Rapids. 

Senator Proxmire. So the conclusions would pertain to Grand 
Rapids? That may or may not be pertinent for the rest of the coun- 
try. 

Mr. Mason. Yes, but I believe that Dr. Donohue, in her report, did 
feel that this was because Grand Rapids is, to an extent, an industrial 
city, with many of the problems of aging that go with that. This is 
not—I would agree with you that this is not necessarily conclusive, 
but this points to this factor which we all are aware oan we meet 
this problem, that it isn’t just the physical structure; it is the sur- 
roundings that go with that structure that are important to our elderly 
citizens. That is why so much stress is laid on where new structures 
shall be built and so on. 

This report of mines goes on with other interesting conclusions, one 
of which is that the big part of the need in this program arises among 
those people who are in the category of needing nursing homes rather 
than just elderly housing and we thought that the provisions in your 
bill which provided for this were excellent because we think this 
meets a real need. 

Senator Proxmire. I will come to that in a minute, in a later ques- 
tion. 

Let me just say, then, about these statistics you have given us: As 
I understand it about 9 percent of our population is now above 65, 
which means about 15,300,000, and if 12 percent of these people say 
they need housing, that is 1,800,000 people. It seems to me that is a 
very substantial need. The veto message says the need can be met 
through private funds, with Government insurance. Don’t you feel 
that just the findings that you have brought to us, the most favorable 
kind of finding from your viewpoint, describe a very real and very 
substantial need—1,800,000 older people, on the basis of your own 
statistics who say they need new housing ? 
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Mr. Mason. I wasn’t aware that I had stated 1,800,000. 

Senator Proxmire. I am taking the 12 percent. You say 88 per- 
cent have satisfactory housing. I presumed that 12 percent did not 
and said they needed new housing or better housing or improved 
housing. 

Mr. Mason. They wanted to move. Yes, they were not satisfied. 

Senator Proxmire. This 12 percent of 15,300,000 people over 65 
makes 1,800,000. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, some of these people certainly would be in 
that category of needing physical assistance. 

Senator Proxmire. Some of them would be and now let me ask you 
what are the typical rents in FHA insured projects. 

Mr. Mason. I will have to ask Beverley Mason. Do you have this 
information ? 

Here is one in Hartford, Conn. There are 29 units at $48 a month. 
Well, let’s start at the other end. Ten 2-bedroom units, $80 a month; 
27 1-bedroom units, $62.50 a month and 29 units at $48 a month. This 
is not necessarily typical. Do we have an average figure? 

Senator, I don’t think we have the figure, but we could get it, cer- 
tainly. 

Senator Proxmme. Let’s take the lowest figure of $48 a — In 
the instance that you select yourself, the medium i income for 3,400,000 
persons living alone or with relatives in 1957 was $980. This $48 a 
month is, as I construe it, $576 a year. That means that more than 
60 percent of their income would have to go into rent. What is left 
for food ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, it is dangerous to do business with averages 
or with mean figures. Some of these people in the lower income 
brackets need public housing and are living in public housing today. 
Some of these people are living i in units supported by chure shes and 
that kind of organization who are being assisted by those organiza- 
tions and some people are paying full rent. 

Senator Proxmire. Yes, but isn’t it apparent, in view of the statis- 
tics from Senator McNamara’s subcommittee and indeed the figures 
that you have given me that there is a very substantial need that isn’t 
being met, and cannot be met on the basis of the rents that are the 
very ‘jowest that you can quote to me? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, some of this need is being met in the public 
housing that is now available. There have been something over 
12,000 units designed since 1956 for elderly people. There are quite 
a lot of the elderly people living in public housing currently. Oth- 
ers live in their children’s homes. There are existing nursing homes 
in this country and I think that we all feel that there should be more 
nursing homes that will meet a substantial part of this need and this is 
one of the things that we think, and I think you agree because you 
passed this legislation, that is a very necessary part ‘of this program. 

Senator Proxmire. Then one part of the answer to the housing 
for elderly is, you say, more public housing. We need public hous 
ing to help solve the need and another part of the answer is ade 
quate nursing homes. 

Let me take the second part first. 

Senator Sparkman. Senator Proxmire, Senator Capehart has to 
go back to the Foreign Relations Committee. Would you vield for 
just a minute? 
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Senator Proxmrire. I will, indeed. 

Senator Carenart. I have one or two questions. We have before 
the Foreign Relations Committee, as you know, this investigation of 
the Vietnam situation that I have to attend. 

Mr. Mason, now that the politics have been squeezed ot of this 
whole business on both sides and we are faced with the “morning after 
the night before,” meaning we have to get some housing legislation 
because we must have it, let me ask you this: In your statement that 
you gave the President, is it true, where you say “Desired and Unde- 
sired Features of the Housing Act of 195 9,” that authorizations do 
not require spending? You say that the authorizations in the bill, 
both for appropriation and borrowing from the Treas sury, do not 
require the executive branch to spend ‘the money at any given rate. 
My question is, if that is a true statement—and I think it is a true 
statement—then would not the amounts provided for in this bill give 
the President flexibility to spend or not to spend, depending upon the 
economy of the Nation and the needs of the people? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, in this document, which you are reading 
from, I have brought out here and tried to be very factual in de- 
scribing the possibilities and 

Senator Capenart. Well, then, let’s get the document. 

Mr. Mason. Let me say to you that in this regard that it is true 
that this money does not have to be spent but the will of this Con- 
gress in passing the legislation indicates that they expect that some 
of it will be spent. 

Senator Capenart. Let’s forget your memorandum and both ad- 
mit, which we think is a true statement, that there is flexibility in 
= act which does not require the President to spend the money. He 

‘an withhold it and soul it over a longer period of time. 

Evidently the Congress knew they were using that kind of lan- 
guage in writing the bill, did they not? 

Mr. Mason. I am sure they did, yes, sir. 

Senator Caprnarr. My question is, is it not a good thing on a 
housing bill such as this to have that kind of flexibility and isn’t it in 
the best interests of the country to have such flexibility given to the 
President ? 

For example, on public housing we said 45,000 and you admit here 
in your statement that he could even cut that down if he wanted to. 
Then we said, “furthermore for the next 3 or 4 years, if you want 
to—you don’t have to, Mr. President, but if you think it is in the 
best interests of the country, you may authorize 35,000 more units 
each year.” 

My point is when we get right down to it, there isn’t too much 
difference, is there, between you and the Congress. Congress has 
specified some specific amount, like $300 million for college housing 
loans, 45,000 public housing units, $900 million for urban renewal— 
I will not repeat all of them—but the ‘vy had to put something in there 
and yet they gave the President the flexibility of not spending if he 
didn’t want to. So really there is not too much difference, is there, 
between the President and you and the Congress except maybe three 
or four other points here that we might take up, but I don’t think we 
need to. 

Mr. Mason. There are some other points, Senator, but on this par- 
ticular point, when the Congress of the United States sets figures and 
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leaves them flexible, as it has in some cases here, it is desirable from 
an administrator’s standpoint to have that flexibility, that is true; 
however, no administrator is going to take a program from a distin- 
guished Congress of the United States and then completely ignore it. 
This wouldn’t be carrying out his duties properly. 

Senator Careuart. In writing the law, we never said you should 
ignore it; we simply said if in your judgment you don’t want to 
borrow $300 million for college housing, you don’t need to do it, or if 
you don’t want to spend $900 million now, you can extend it over a 
longer period of time. If you don’t want to build 35,000 public hous- 
ing units a year, you don’t have to do it. Is that good or is that bad? 

Mr. Mason. It is excellent. The fact that the President asked for 
a certain limit and you set the limit higher is a disadvantage. 

Senator Carenart. We set the limit higher in many respects than 
be requested, but we likewise, in the workings of the law, said he 
could use some judgment, and did not have to go up to this maximum 
if he did not want to. Isn’t that about the way the law is written ? 
At least that is what you said. 

Mr. Mason. Well, Senator, this flexibility does exist, but I have to 
reiterate that when you gentlemen here write a law and set figures in 
there, usually you intend that this money, that the administration 
shall look to what your intention was. My education in this field has 
been progressive over the years and I have been told that we not only 
look to the statute, but we look to the debate that you gentlemen had 
for the intent that you had when you passed the legislation. 

Senator Carenart. Yes; but you said in this memorandum to the 
President, that the authorizations in the bill, both for appropriations 
and for borrowing from the Treasury do not require the executive 
branch to spend the money at any given rate. Now did you say that? 

Mr. Mason. I certainly did. 

Senator Capenart. And isn’t that the way the law is written ? 

Mr. Mason. That is my understanding, although, as you notice, I 
also said, although not entirely free from that, this would appear to be 
true with respect to urban renewal grants. 

Senator Carenart. Even you wouldn’t have to go up to $900 million 
in your urban renewal grants. What I am trying to say here is, as I 
said a moment ago, the morning after has arrived now and I hope we 
are going to get out of here in the next 2 or 3 or 4 weeks. We must 
write some sort of housing legislation and it seems to me like we ought 
to all be reasonable people now, meaning you and the President and the 
Congress, and write a bill here that is in the best interest of the economy 
of this Nation and the best interests of the people, both rich and poor. 
I don’t think we are nearly as far apart as statements that have been 
made indicate. As I said when I started this colloquy with you, I 
think the politics have been pretty well squeezed out of this whole busi- 
ness and I think a lot of people have discovered there is no political 
advantage one way or the other on this matter. At least to my mind it 
has indicated that. We could almost accept the bill that the Congress 
une, with maybe a few changes I think ought to be made. But as 

ar as the amounts are concerned, I don’t see much difference and much 
reason to change them. 

I have no objection to some of them being changed. There are two 
or three other things you point out in this message, such as FNMA par 
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purchases, which I think are wrong. I think there are a few other 
things, but they can very easily be changed even now or the early part 
of next year. 

Senator Ciark. Would you yield? 

Senator Carrnart. Yes, I yield. 

Senator Cirark. Would you be willing to put in the record at this 
point the memorandum which you have been discussing with the 
witness and the witness provided to me at my request so we will know 
what we are talking about ? 

Senator CarenArt. I don’t want to put in the record anything here 
that belongs to the executive department. 

Senator Crark. Would Mr. Mason object to it being placed in the 
record ? 

Mr. Mason. I think it is not proper to be placed in the record. 

Senator CriarK. It is or is not ? 

Mr. Mason. I think it is not. 

Senator Carenart. I have always found Mr. Mason to be perfectly 
frank and honest in all of these matters. He gave us this, he admits 
that he wrote it, and that the authorizations in the bill do not require 
the executive branch to spend the money at any given rate. He told 
the President that. I think it is a true statement. 

Senator Crark. I am not arguing with that. I think we ought to 
have the benefit of that document. Suppose we put it in the executive 
record and not make it public. 

Senator Carenart. That is his decision. 

Senator Criark. Do you want this piece of paper back or can I keep 
it? 

Mr. Mason. You can keep it as a Senator, sir. 

Senator Sparkman. All right, Senator. 

Senator Proxmire. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Doveras. That interests me very much and it deepens the 
whole mystery as to who wrote the President’s veto message and as to 
why it was written. Apparently the veto message was not written by 
anyone that knew anything about housing. My opinion of Mr. Mason 
goes up because he apparently knows what the story is and told the 
President so. The President went against the advice of the people 
who are supposed to know about this matter. I want to know who 
killed Cock Robin. 

Senator Busy. The President did. 

Senator Sparkman. All right, Mr. Mason, do you want to say 
something ? 

Mr. Mason. No, sir. I was just going to say to Senator Douglas 
that while he was absent I did say that I did recommend a veto to 
housing. 

Senator Doveuas. I am sorry, Mr. Mason, my opinion of you goes 
down. You have not improved your standing in my league a bit. 

Senator Proxmire. Mr. Chairman, I would like to put in the rec- 
ord at this point these related figures from the 11th annual report of 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency of 1957 which indicates the 
monthly rentals for housing by various sections. The medium rent 
was $133.80 = month, section 207, $144.16; section 220, $124.49; and 


’ 
section 221, $77.50. Obviously, it seems to me, these would be out of 
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reach of the medium income we were talking about for old people 
in the 3.8 million who live alone and are over 65. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Proxmire, there is no argument that all people 
rannot afford that rent. We don’t say that either. 

Senator Proxmire. I would like to get into the housing-for-the- 
elderly aspects that you have approved and in all fairness I think 
I should give you first the quotation that I am going to refer to in m 
questions. This was your testimony before the House Appropri- 
ations Committee on April 13, 1959. "This is what you said: 

The nonprofit organization does have to have money and some of this money, 
this 10 percent equity investment under FHA frequently comes from what we 
call “founders field people” who want to go to an institution and will agree to 
pay on admission a certain sum of money—$3,000, $4,000, $5,000—and this 
group of people operating this kind of an organization have tables set up. 
They know how long these people will live, on an average, after they are in. 
On this they get their downpayment. FHA has to be sure the organization 
that does this has enough funds so they can continue the operation of the home. 
Thisisimportant. There has to be some financial stability. 

This housing for the elderly, or homes for the elderly, I presume 
is not really nursing homes. 

Mr. Mason. These are not nursing homes. 

_ Senator Proxmire. Isn’t it apparent that people who can pay 

3,000, $4,000, and $5,000 are not the most needy among the elderly 
for housing. While they may need it, they are not as needy, obvi- 
ously, as a tren nendous number of people who don’t have that much. 
Isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Proxmire they do not fall into the needy 
category as we think of needy people. They have desires for a dif- 
ferent kind of housing than they have lived in before and they have 
the ability to acquire it. 

Senator Proxmire. Will you tell us what your agency is doing to 
help the older people who cannot raise enough cash to get into one 
of these FHA projects ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Senator Proxmire, we assist people—we assist organi- 
zations who do handle a certain number of people in these housing- 
for-the-elderly units on a basis where they, the organizations, sub- 
sidize these people. Almost all of the religious organizations, for 
instance, and many of the fraternal organizations, do this as a part 
of their normal experience. 

Senator Proxmire. How widespread is your assistance to these or- 
ganizations? 

Mr. Mason. Well, our assistance is the insuring of the mortgage 
so that they can get along to build the project. 

Senator Proxmie. It is confined to insurance? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, and the other end of the category, the very low 
end of the category, are being housed in public housing to an extent. 
I mean we don’t claim they are all being housed that way, certainly. 
We are beginning this program. 

Senator Proxmire. [ can’t see why you oppose our proposal to 
make loans to help the older people who can’t get into these programs 
and who can’t pay the FHA rent and who could borrow this money 
and repay it at moderate amortization rates. What is wrong with 
that kind of a program ? 
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Mr. Mason. Senator, there are two things wrong, in my estimation, 
and one is this does not reduce the cost of operating one of these units 
substantially enough to reach the people with the income level that we 
have been discussing here in the very long range. 

Senator Proxmire. About that particular objection. Isn’t it true, 
however, that it does lower it and lower it substantially ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Certainly it lowers it. 

Senator Proxmire. So that there would be many people—perhaps 
hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions, who would have an oppor- 
tunity to get more adequate housing ¢ 

Mr. Mason. I would not think the number would be in the millions, 
but this would be a matter for the statisticians to work out for us. 

Senator Proxmire. At any rate, there is a need that could be met 
to some extent, contrary to what the veto message said ? 

Mr. Mason. If we have a lower, a subsidized interest rate, it reduces 
the cost of operating the units, of course, because interest is a part of 
that cost, but there are many other costs to operating housing besides 
interest. In other words, there is a substantial cost to living in a 
structure. 

The other part of the answer that I wanted to make is that when we 
offer a program with a subsidized interest rate, we find that the tend- 
ency of everybody is to want to be in that program, rather than to 
pay regular interest rates, and this discourages organizations from 
using the normal market and restricts the size of the program to the 
amount of money that the Government can feel that it can lend each 
year in this sort of a program. 

Senator Proxmrre. I understand that you have appointed a group 
of experts to advise you on the housing needs of older persons. 

Mr. Mason. We are attempting to find out the answers to this prob- 
lem, yes, sir. I have a study already made by these people which has 
much information, such as I have given you a little earlier. 

Senator Proxmire. Are they satisfied the FHA program can do 
the whole job? 

Mr. Mason. No, no one is satisfied with that, Senator. We haven't 
enough experience yet to know whether this can be true or not. 

Senator Proxmire. Has there been any sentiment expressed that 
a program of direct loans at low interest rates could get the rents 
down to where many more people, older people, needy older people, 
could have adequate housing? 

Mr. Mason. There are, of course, people who make such proposals. 

Senator Proxmire. Among this group of experts, whom you are 
consulting ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I could not answer that question factually 
because what I get is a report which does not mention that. 

Senator Proxmire. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mason, back in April, FHA put out a press release announcing 
certain west coast projects for older people. It was Rockwood Manor, 
in Spokane, Wash., and the release states: 

This is the kind of housing the majority of older people need and it is the 
kind FHA can help provide for them, with full cooperation of private sources. 


The release gave some figures on the cost of occupancy. T have 
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to as high as $16,500 and the rent runs from $100 a month to $150 
a month. It seems to me these are staggering sums, well out of the 
reach of the majority of the older people, that is, people over 65. I 
don’t want to criticize that particular project in any way, but the 
FHA release raises some important questions. 

First it raises the question of whether or not the FHA is giving 
the public and Congress a true figure of the nature of FHA’s pro- 
gram. Don’t you agree that that press release is misleading ? 

Mr. Mason. I have not seen the whole press release. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you recall that release ? 

Mr. Mason. Certainly if the facts that you have given me are cor- 
rect, I would say that the press release sounds out of line, yes, sir. 

Senator Proxmrire. Doesn’t it raise the suspicion that the real im- 
pact in effect, and help of the present FHA program is to people that 
are pretty well off anyway financially ? 

Mr. Mason. I don’t get that inference from it, sir. 

Senator Proxmie. If it makes homes available for those who can 
pay a hundred and a hundred and fifty a month rent, it obviously 
helps the ones that are pretty well off financially. It is obvious it 
benefits the people who are well off, isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Mason. You named some founders’ fees in there, too, didn’t 
you? 

Senator Proxmire. Yes, I did. $7,000 to as high as $16,500. 

Mr. Mason. I think this is the indication, rather than the rental 
that would be disturbing me. 

Senator Proxmrire. This raises the question of whether or not FHA 
knows the facts about the program. Has anyone in your agency 
ever assembled the figures on founders’ fee and rents so you can see 
where the FHA program fits the needs of elderly people? 

Mr. Mason. I am sure these have been aad in the Federal 
Housing Administration. 

Senator Proxmire. Do you have those available ? 

Mr. Mason. It is unfortunate—we could get them to you, certainly, 
but it is unfortunate that the head of our FHA elderly housing pro- 
gram is currently in the Memorial Cancer Clinic up in New York. 

Senator Proxmire. Could you make those available for the record ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 
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Senator Proxmire. Then I want to conclude with this comment: I 
think it was most ingenious of Senator Clark to suggest and the chair- 
man to agree to this | playing of Senator Taft’s speech of 6 years ago. 
It would seem that if any program in S. 57 would seem to meet the 
standards set forth by Senator Taft, housing for the elderly would. 
He said we should now make a reexamination, and work out a pro- 
gram which he hoped would insure the people of the United States 
constantly keeping up with the population of this country with ade- 

uate housing. Particularly to provide low income families with 
decent. housing. 

We know that is one part of our population that is inc pean rap- 
idly; we know it is going to increase over the next few years; older 
people. We know how urgent their demands are and how mauenie 
they need adequate housing; and they don’t have adequate housing 
now. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to first address a ques- 
tion to Mr. Slusser. 

Mr. Slusser, statements have been made that the present admin- 
istration has slowed down and is closing off a public housing program. 
Would you comment on that statement ! 

Mr. Stusser. Well, I certainly couldn’t accept that. It was so 
stated here the other day that there were about 57,000 pending appli- 

“ations for low rent housing. These are submitted to the Public 
Housing Administration by the local communities. Testimony at 
previous hearings indicated that there were from 8 to 10 million sub- 
standard houses in the United States. Hence it is clear that the pend- 
ing applications fall far short of the need even if only a small part of 
the substandard units are oc cupied by people of low income. This 
would indicate a slowing down of the demand at the local level. 

As to the question about, the slowing down as a whole, I can only 

recite what I reviewed the other day in the office after listening to 
some of the testimony here or reading some of the testimony. The 
Housing Act was enacted in 1937. From that date to the end of 1952 
only 156,000 units of low rent housing were placed in eanuaaen, 
As of June of this year there were 455,000 units under management 
which would indicate that in 15 years only 156,000 units of housing 
were completed. While in 614 years—the difference between 455 000 
and 156,000, which is almost 300,000 were placed in management. So 
I would say that while many of these were started earlier we have been 
moving along with the program as fast and as rapidly as local com- 
munities can “develop housing. Consideration, of course, also should 
be given to the facts that during the first 15 years the program was 
interrupted by war and that there was no authorization in the post- 

war years. 

Senator Busu. You testified that there is deadwood in the 57,000 
public housing units which are in the backlog which cannot be plac ed 
under annual contributions contract. The deadwood would appear 
to be 22,000 to 27,000, I believe. As to the 101,000 units which are 


now under contract, but not under construction, how much deadwood 
exists in that category ? 
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Mr. Suusser. In the applications, as I believe I said here the other 
day, there would be an attrition of probably one-third. That comes 
about through or for several reasons. 

First of all, the application itself may be what the community itself 
thinks it needs. After our economist has checked the applications, 
we may cut them in half or we may cut them by a third. We look 
at it from the long range standpoint while they look at it sometimes 
for their immediate purposes. 

Now after it goes to reser vation, again there is an attrition—prob- 
ably one-third in the reservations and that comes about because of 
local opposition or cities changing their minds on things. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Slusser, let me repeat this latter part of the 
question: As to the 101,000 units which are now under contr act, but 
not under construction, ‘how much deadwood exists in that ¢ ategory ? 

Mr. Stusser. About 12,000 units. 

Senator Busu. About 12,000? 

Mr. Stusser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. As to the Chicago situation, which is one of our big 
cities, you gave me some materi ial which I placed in the record at 
the opening r of the proceedings today and also a newspaper editorial 
from the Chicago Daily News, that emphasizes the fact that very high 
cost appears to ‘be one of the principal obstructions to public housing 
development in Chicago. Would you care to say anything about that 
particular situation this morning? 

Mr. Stusser. Well, that is one of our problems. High cost is one 
of our problems generally. We are charged with the responsibility 
statutorily of maintaining economy and “efficiency in the program. 


There has been much said about the $17,000 limitation which a Y 


in high cost areas. In Chicago, I think that the design of the build 
ings have had a lot of effect upon the cost. Mayor Daley came to see 
me in February of 1958. He had some of the members of the housing 
staff with him. I suggested to him at that time that I felt that the 
costs were too high and that this was caused by the design of the 
proposed buildings. I told him, however, that if he would publicly 
advocate a higher cost, I would agree to go along with him in reason. 

Senator Busu. The’ mayor seemed to agree at that time? 

Mr. Susser. He agreed with me that the proposed costs were too 
high and he instructed his staff to go back and recheck and see if 
they couldn’t use some of the vacant areas on present sites to build 
the new housing. He stated that if they ee l use some of the vacant 
land on existing projects, including play areas, he would find some 
means of getting new recreational areas to am the properties. 

Again the chs airman of the local authority came down in February 
of this year and insisted that I was holding them up because we would 
not approve the design of a project. 

Well, after much conversation and his insistence that the project 
would not cost more than $17,000 per unit, I told him to go ahead and 
get bids on it. 

They had very good competition in the bidding but the bids went 
well over $20,000. The low bid was something like $20,500 or $21,000 


per unit. They did not accept the bids. They are how redesigning 
the project. 
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Now at the same time, in the city of New York, we had quite a 
comparable condition. I think the bids were taken within 2 days 
of the-Chicago case and there the bids came well within the $17,000. 
In fact, the 1p ow bid was around $16,000. Yet New York City, by 
Boeckt’s Index, has a building cost of 17 percent higher than they 
have in Chicago for concrete apartments. Hence, it was quite evi- 
dent — Chicago could build much cheaper if they redesigned their 
pro 

oe complain about going to high-rise buildings. I understand 
and I think everyone does, that it is difficult for large families to live 
in high-rise buildings. How ever, you do have to get the density on 
a site where site costs are high. 

Senator Busu. Other communities have been able to meet the costs, 
have they not, other large communities ? 

Mr. Stusser. We have had some difficulties in some communities ; 
yes. Other communities have stayed well within the limitation. 

Senator Dove.as. Is the Senator finished with that subject ? 

Senator Busn. I am going to change to another subject ; yes. 

Senator Dova.as. Before he does that, since you have raised the 
question about my city, would you permit me to ask some questions? 

Senator Busn. Why certainly. It is always a pleasure to yield to 
Senator Douglas. 

Senator Dovetas. Isn’t it true that a large part of Chicago’s diffi- 
culty is due to this fact, that the cost of buying the land in a public 
housing project under existing law is charged to that housing project ? 

Mr. Scusser. That is correct. 

Senator Doveras. And, on expensive land, this raises the cost per 
apartment very apprec iably, i isn’t that true, with row buildings ? 

Mr. Stusser. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Doveras. Pr obably several thousand dollars; isn’t that 
true? 

Mr. Stusser. That is right. 

Senator Dova.as. Is it not true that in the housing bill which the 
Congress passed and which the President vetoed and which we now 
learn your boss recommended should be vetoed, is it not true that in 
that bill if the public housing project is carried out for a renewal area 
that the cost of land acquisition would not be charged to the housing 
but to the urban leaned portion ¢ 

Mr. Siusser. That would be true, yes, but only as to the part of the 
land cost that is written down. 

Senator Doveras. Now, then, this is an eloquent argument for sign- 
ing S. 57 rather than for vetoing it because this would remove the 
big difficulty. 

Mr. Stusser. That would not be entirely true, Senator. 

Senator Doveras. No, but largely true, and it would cut across the 
cost from, you say, $20,000. It is much below that, the figure I have 
seen. It would cut it to around $17,000 or $17,500 and remove the 
difficulty. So that while you are finding fault with Chicago, you can 
remove this fault very quickly by recommending to your boss nee 


boss recommending to the President that he pass or approve 
in its original form. 


437775948 
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I thank the Senator from Connecticut for making it possible for 
me to bring this fact out. 

Senator Busu. I thank the Senator for his very simple solution of 
the whole problem. 

Mr. Walker, I wish to ask you a few questions about urban renewal. 
How would new States coming into the program fare under S. 57 and 
S. 2378? 

Mr. Waker. I think, Senator, that you are asking me about the 
“first-come, first-served” basis. 

Senator Busu. That is the principle I am addressing it to; yes. 

Mr. Wauxer. Under S. 57, of course those States, such as Maine, 
Texas, and Washington, would fare very poorly because their enabling 
legislation has been long in coming. In one of the States I men- 
tioned they are still awaiting what they hope to be a favorable su- 
preme court decision. These States have participated, if at all, in 
a very restricted fashion, and so on a first-come, first-served basis 
they would continue in this position. They would suffer, I think, 
considerably. As for S. 2378, the Administrator has already given 
his opinion that he believes good administration says that you hold 
to a first-come, first-served basis, but he has the added advantage both 
of “feasibility” and “relative need” and he might well determine, as 
has been determined in the past in the administration of this program, 
that it would be a proper thing to bring some States a little more 
level with the rest in order to make a spread of these benefits across 
the Nation. 

Senator Busu. And your feeling is that it is desirable for the 
whole program nationwide that that flexibility be given to the 
Administrator ? 

Mr. Watxer. I think it is very necessary. 

Senator Busu. Would you evaluate the effective amount of urban 
renewal applications now on file? 

Mr. Waker. Well, Senator, there has been a great deal of testi- 
mony here about the amount of money or amount of applications on 
file. I would evaluate these applications on the basis of how they 
can bring urban renewal into fruition and not simply as applications 
for projects. 

You entered into the record, Senator Bush, a very important table, 
I think, which indicates where we have gone in the decade that we 
have been working with urban renewal. I would be quick to admit 
that there are some cities which have moved ahead with amazing 
rapidity and have done an excellent job, but I think here we are 
discussing a national program and in your table you will notice that 
in that decade, of a billion, three hundred and some million dollars, 
only 6.3 percent of that money has actually been wedded to a project 
where the acquisition has been completed and the land disposition 
has been completed. 

Senator Busn. And the development is complete, in other words? 

Mr. Warxer. No. 

Senator Busu. Not even that? 

Mr. Waker. No. The redevelopment is not complete, except in a 
very few, if my memory serves me right. At this point, across the 
entire Nation, in a decade, we have 26 projects that are completed. 
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Senator Busu. You have 26 projects that are completed ? 

Mr. Waker. I believe that is an accurate figure. 

Senator Busu. Out of how many? How many were there in the 
beginning ? 

fr. Watker. This brings a very interesting figure to bear, Senator. 
Since the inception of urban renewal, there have been some 808 proj- 
ects where money has been asked for planning. Of these 808, and 
this, Senator, is the same kind of money that is in application now, 
161 have had to be canceled because the projects either failed to meet 
the underlying requirement of the laws that the Congress passed or 
failed to come up with an adequate demonstration of the community’s 
ability to meet their share of this money or for some other reason it 
was necessary or because a loca] governing body refused to take the 
necessary action to implement the project. 

One hundred and sixty-one, or ieeast 20 percent of all of these proj- 
ects for which planning requests were made, have been taken from 
the books, and F think this is a very pertinent figure which has not 
been mentioned, to my memory, in this hearing, but when you are 
considering dollar amounts you ought to consider that this percentage 
of canceled out projects will hold, and this is normal and natural. 

Senator Busu. Repeat that number. One hundred and ninety-six? 

Mr. Waxxer. 161 out of 808. 

Senator Busy. Were canceled out? 

Mr. Wacker. Canceled out. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Walker, in the light of your observation, do you 
consider that the amounts provided in S. 2378 are adequate at this 
time? 

Mr. Waker. Senator, my approach, as one who has a tremendous 
interest in urban renewal, is from the other direction. I will confess 
that cities can file applications for as many projects or as much money 
as they want to, but t am concerned with how many projects and how 
many dollars can a city digest in any one year and when I say “di- 
gest,” I mean so to conduct their operations that this chart that you 
put in the record will begin to make a demonstration of accomplish- 
ment and not just planning. 

My considered judgment is that a $600 million program in 2 years 
is about all that can be digested by the communities across the Nation 
today. 

Senator Busu. And that is the amount that we have asked for in 
S. 2378, I believe. 

Mr. Watxer. That is right, and I think there is another very im- 
portant reason for this, Senator. It has been my experience, as a 
regional administrator dealing with the largest number of communi- 
ties in the urban renewal program of any region in the United States, 
that this glamorous deal of clearance and rebuilding has consumed 
too much of the talents and time of the people at the local level, so 
that there has not been the approach, except in a very few cities, of 
the conservation and maintenance of values that constitutes, in my 
opinion, the biggest part of urban renewal. 

In other words, Mayor Pederson said it one way and I would like 
to say it another, that unless we are devoting an equal amount of time 
to the rehabilitation of values which still exist and the refurbishing of 
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properties so that they can have a long mortality gain, we are doing 
but half of the job, and so long as the cities are concentrating on 
these reservations for clearance and rebuilding, we have not devoted 
either the time, the energy, or the skills to this second important part 


of the program. 
Senator Busu. I think that is a very interesting and helpful ob- 


servation. 

Finally, one more question, Mr. Walker: Can you give us an idea 
as to how the applications now on file are distributed as between the 
ae and small cities? Have you anything that would help us on 
that 

Mr. Warker. Yes, I could. 

Senator CiarK. I am surprised. 

Senator Busu. Don’t you expect these gentlemen to come prepared 
to answer questions? 

Senator CiarKx. Let me identify Mr. Walker as an old, old friend 
and political opponent, one of the shrewdest Republicans that ever 
came out of Philadelphia politics. 

Senator Busu. I am sure that he could pay a compliment in reverse. 

Mr. Waker. Senator, on the basis of my record as to elective 
office, I just wonder. 

Senator CuarK. It wasn’t your fault. 

Mr. Waker. There are 136 cities now in this business. I broke 
these cities down into their population and for the purpose of dis- 
cussing large cities, Senator, I took from 500,000 up. 

Now there are 14 cities in this pipeline from 500,000 and up and it is 
amazing that these 14 cities as against the other 122 across the Nation, 
are asking for and probably need more money than all of the other 122 
put together. So if this is the kind of information you are seeking, 

would be very happy, if you do not have it in the record, to give 
you not only a list of those cities, the number of projects now in effect 
in those cities, the progress of those projects to indicate how close they 
are coming to fruition or consummation of the intent of the Congress, 
the amount of dollars involved and I think this, Senator, is some 
thing that this committee should have. 

Senator Busx. I do, too. Can’t you read some of the significant 
points in there? 

Senator Sparkman. May I ask Mr. Walker this question: You 
say you can supply that information for the record? You mean you 
have it available now? 

Mr. Waker. Yes, it is available now. 

Senator SparkMaNn. The reason I am asking that is because we are 
closing the record immediately at the end of the hearings in order that 
we may get it printed. 

Mr. Waker. Senator, how much time would I have? 

Senator Sparkman. Could you get it up sometime today ? 

Mr. Watker. I certainly can. 

Senator Sparkman. Then let that be placed in the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


LDMINISTRATION 
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Requests for capital grant, curreni grant reservations, and status of approved projects, as of June 30, 1959 by size of city 
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Senator Busu. Would you give us some of the high points of that? 
You say there are 14 cities of 500,000 population which absorb more 
than all of the rest of the cities put together ¢ 

Mr. Waker. Well, this is true, Senator. 

Senator Busx. This is in applications that are now on file? 

Mr. Watxer. That is right, Senator. For example, there are 5 
cities of a million or over; there are nine cities of 500,000 up to a 
million; making a total of 14 cities, and those 14 cities against all of 
the rest of the 136 are asking for more money than the total of the 
other 122. 

Senator Ciarx. Would the Senator yield for a question ? 

Senator Busu. Yes, I yield. 

Senator Crarx. Could you include, also, the population of those 
cities so we can see on a per capita basis what is going on ? 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir, that will be a part of this. 

Senator Busn. As long as he is going to submit the whole explana- 
tion, I will not pursue that question and I have no other questions. 

Senator SparKMAn. [ am not particularly amazed by that state- 
ment, Mr. Walker. I think it will be interesting, but if a small town 
of 10,000 has an application in for only a hundred thousand dollars, 
it is just as important to that town as a $10 million application of a 
city with a million population, sir. 

Any questions, Senator Clark? 

Senator CrarK. I have some questions, Mr. Chairman. First, to 
Mr. Walker, if Imay: Mr. Walker, you are particularly familiar with 
the Pennsylvania situation with respect to urban renewal, are you not ? 

Mr. Waker. I believe so, Senator. 

Senator CirarK. Would you not agree with me that there is absolutely 
no possibility that Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, the two biggest cities 
in the State, would be able to hog all of the urban renewal money to 
the exclusion of the 44 other communities in the State which have 
urban renewal applications either pending or underway ? 

Mr. Waker. Senator, I have really tried to come to a fair de- 
termination, a fair answer to this question, and knowing the individ- 
uals and knowing the cities and reading the language of S. 57, I would 
say that it is possible for this to happen. 

Senator CLrark. Now I am amazed. Let me just register my com- 
plete disagreement with you and turn to another question. 

Mr. Mason and Mr. Slusser, do you gentlemen have available the 
nner notes of the testimony taken on July 23? I would like 
to refer 





Mr. Mason. We do not have them here, Senator. 

Senator CrarK. Could we get a copy so the gentlemen could look 
at the testimony ? 

Mr. Mason. I am sorry, Senator, we do have it. I did not real- 
ize how well prepared we were. 

Senator Cirark. Would you be willing to share your wealth with 
Mr. Slusser and turn to page 84 where Senator Douglas was ques- 
tioning you gentlemen with respect to your own personal views about 
this bill. At the bottom of page 84 and the top of page 85, Mr. 
Slusser said, in response to a question of Senator Douglas: 


We are representing an administration that has certain policies. 


43777—_59—_—44 
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Who makes those policies? Don’t you, in the housing and home 
finance field ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Senator Clark, the policies of the Housing Admin- 
istration are not made by any dictator. This is one of the interest- 
ing things I found out when I came down here as a businessman. 
I had been used to making my own decisions and riding and fall- 
ing ‘th those. 

1 wwcovered in Government that the policies of the Administration 
are arrived at by conference with other people within the Govern- 
ment. So that you do not do things that are in conflict with other 
branches of Government. 

Senator CLarK. Goodness knows, I do not want to—— 

Mr. Mason. Our policies are arrived at and are suggested, of 
course, in conference with other parts of Government which they 
affect. 

Senator Ciark. I do not want you to reveal any executive secrets, 
but perhaps you would be willing to tell us who, except you and 
Mr. Slusser and Mr. Walker, in the Government makes the policies 
with respect to public housing and urban renewal. You report to 
the President, do you not? 

Mr. Mason. Certainly, but there are many other people in Gov- 
ernment who are responsible for making policy. 

Senator Crark. Who? Just name a couple. 

Mr. Mason. Council of Economic Advisers have a bearing in giv- 
ing advice. 

Senator Cirark. And you confer with Dr. Saulnier substantially 
on these matters. 

Mr. Mason. Well, I would say I conferred with the Council. I 
believe it is proper for me to say that I can name the people, yes 
sir. 

Senator Cirark. You also confer with the Bureau of the Budget, 
do you not? 

Mr. Mason. Certainly. 

Senator CLark. Perhaps you confer with the Treasury. 

Mr. Mason. Certainly, we do. 

Senator CrarK. Would you not think those would be the principal 
individuals within the Government, except the President, and my 
guess is you do not confer with him very much. I am right on that, 
am I not? 

Senator BusH. Will the Senator yield for a question ? 

Senator CiarK. Certainly. 

Senator Busu. Is it not true these matters go before the Cabinet 
for consideration? I know it has in the past, but is it not true that 
would be a policymaking body to consider such important matters? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Bush, when it is a matter of importance in 
housing, it is considered at Cabinet level. The Administration Hous- 
ing and Home Finance Agency is always present to express its opinion. 

Senator Ciark. Senator, are you through? 

Senator Busn. Yes. 

Senator Ciark. Again, I do not want to pressure you, but do you 
want us to understand that the Cabinet passes on whether you should 


one 


an¢ 
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build 35,000 additional units of public housing for next year? You 
make that decision, do you not ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Clark, I want to make it very clear that in 
the American Government, that no one man in any one seat makes 
final decisions. These are made as a result of conference with other 
affected parts of Government to arrive at an overall policy for an 
administration. 

Senator Ciark. The point that I am trying to make is that on 
pages 84 and 85 of your testimony, in my judgment—and I am just 
stating my opinion—you and Mr. Slusser attempted to pass the buck. 
You said you represented the administration, which determined policy. 

I asked you, whom are you passing the buck to? Because I think 
you make these policies substantially yourself. If I am wrong, I 
want you to tell meso. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Clark, I do not think we attempted to pass 
the buck at all. The question was not one of passing the buck. We 
were asked the question if this was the administration policy, and 
we said it was. 

Senator CLark. You were asked to express your own views. You 
did not choose to express your own views. ‘The Senator from Con- 
necticut protected you, and I think properly, in not giving your own 
views. But I think the committee is entitled to know if this does not 
represent your own views, whose views in the administration it does 
represent. 

I am saying to you it is probably a combination of your own views, 
the views of the Bureau of the Budget and the views of the Treasury 
and the views of the Council of Economic Advisers. That is a very 
simple statement of fact. You can agree with it or disagree, and 
we will pass on to something else. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I agree partially with it, but not wholly. 

Senator Crark. All right. 

Would you be kind enough to turn, if you will, to your letter of June 
22 to Senator Dirksen in which you make the comment : 


The bill is full of bonuses for the big people. 


Parenthetically, if I were on your side, I think that would be a 
good point to make a stump speech. 

However, turning to page 94 of the testimony, if you will, under 
questioning from Senator Williams, Mr. Mason, you were criticizing 
section 230 of the bill, entitled, “Acquisition of Mortgages To Avoid 
Foreclosure,” and using that section, as I read your ‘testimony, as a 
justification for this somewhat bombastic statement about the bill 
being full of bonuses for the big people. 

You say at the bottom of page 93 and running over onto 94: 


The bill provides for instance for banks. It lets the banks have FHA handle 
their problems when they get a mortgage that is a little bit sour. 


Then, you say, at the top of page 94: 


This is not a widely publicized feature of the bill, but it is a very dangerous 
one in my estimation— 


and so forth. 
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Point of fact, this section which you are there criticizing, which you 
are there attempting to use to justify your statement that the bill is 
full of bonuses for the big people, does not give you any authority you 
do not have administratvely right now, does it ! 

I refer you to section 230 in the bill where it is as clear as it can be 
that this is a discretionary power which, in large part, you have ad- 
ministratively now. Is that not correct? ‘i 

Mr. Mason. At the present time, the Federal Housing Administra- 
tion does have administrative ability, working with the lender, to 
agree to postponement of the payment of principal by a home owner 
who is in serious trouble for one reason or another. 

The bill would make this provision available, not just on this same 
basis that we now have it, but on the basis of where we would reimburse 
this lender for the loan and then, the Housing Administration would 
become the lender. 

Senator Ciarx. In other words, this section of the bill of which you 
were so critical gives you some additional discretionary power in deal- 
ing with the faulty mortgages. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Clark, the advice that I have is that it is not 
discretionary, that this is a provision of the bill. Am I wrong? 

Senator Ciarx. I think the people advising you ought to look at the 
President’s veto message. Read section 230 and see the words in his 
discussion, which makes it just as clear as the nose on your face that 
this is discretionary. 

I suggest your advisers reverse their field the same way you did 
with respect to back door financing. If it is any help to your ad- 
visors, they might turn to page 148 of the record where you say, in 
discussing this section, “We have the administrative power.” 

Mr. Mason. Senator Clark, you are correct, and my advisers were 
wrong, as you know. 

Senator Ciark. Let me say, Mr. Mason, this does not too often 
happen. I am happy to have it turn out this way. 

Mr. Mason. On the other hand, this sort of comes back to the same 
thing I was talking to Senator Capehart about earlier; this sort of 
permission written into a bill becomes a source of pressure upon an 
Administrator such as the Commissioner of FHA to take this action, 
because Congress did not do it lightly. They did not write this 
provision in, they did not change the law from what it has been before, 
without a purpose. 

Senator Ciark. The point that I am trying to make is that from 
where I sit, at least, this particular section certainly does not justify 
your statement that the bill is full of bonuses for the big people. I 
cannot see anything else anywhere else in the bill which justifies that 
statement. 

T wonder if you do. 

Mr. Mason. One of these certainly has to do with the Federal 
National Mortgage Association provisions of this bill. 

Senator Crark. You mean the par purchase ? 

Mr. Mason. I mean the par purchase, and I mean the lending pro- 
visions of that bill, which are, in effect, although they can be used 
by anyone, helpful to the larger lender mostly. 
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Senator Ciark. You really think that that justifies your statement 
that the bill is full of bonuses for the big people? You under- 
stand it is? 

Mr. Mason. I think there are other things, and I would like to take 
more time to elucidate on all of them. 

Senator Crark. Go ahead if you want to. 

Mr. Mason. I think it would take time. 

Senator Ciarx. If you want to take the time, I am certainly quite 
willing to give it to you. 

Me Mater. Thank you, sir. 

Senator CrarK. I sent down to you, I guess an hour ago now, a 
sheet which I offered for the record, entitled “Fact Sheet, Replace- 
ment Housing, 1959.” I wonder if you could find that. I hope you 
have not lost it, because my copy is legible. 

Mr. Mason. I have not seen it yet, sir. 

Senator Ciark. At the time I handed it down to you, I said I 
=e to ask you a question or two about it. 

r. Mason. I heard you say that. 

Senator Ciark. I know that you have been rather busy in the inter- 
vening hours. 

Mr. Waker. Senator Clark, I think there was some confusion at 
that time, and I am not so certain it was handed down. 

Senator Ciark. That may well be. That is too bad. 

Let me, then, Mr. Chairman, just make an observation as the con- 
clusion I draw from this statement which I had hoped the witness 
might be able to comment on. 

Senator SparkMAN. Go right ahead. 

Senator Ciark. This document, “Fact Sheet, Replacement Hous- 
ing, 1959,” which appears in the record, shows that with respect to 
the public housing units provided in the conference bill, the rate of 
35,000 a year for 4 years, that amount of new public housing would 
not even take care of the number of eligible families who would avail 
themselves of public housing during that period because they had 
been displaced and must be relocated under one or another of the 
Federal programs. 

The fact sheet shows that that number would be 36,520 a year. 
These are based on the administration’s own statistics and figures. 
The figures of some of the witnesses who appeared before both the 
House and the Senate, including particularly Prof. William Wheaton 
of the University of Pennsylvania, show that the eligible families on 
that basis from replacement would be between 44,000 and 66,000 a year. 

All of this is entirely without regard to the normal demand for 
public housing, not influenced in any way by the need for relocation. 

I was going to ask the witness if he would comment on that fact 
sheet, but since he does not have it before him, I think it is a little 
unfair to ask him to. Unless he feels, as a result of what I said, he 
would like to comment. 

Mr. Mason. Senator, I would just like to add one comment on 
this. We have learned that each year, there is a turnover in the public 
housing field, that about 100,000 units become available each year 
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through turnover. That is, people leave public housing for one reason 
or another, or because they have better income, because they move to 
some other location, or something of this sort. 

So there: is, beside this new public housing, Senator, a certain 
amount of housing available each year. 

Senator Ciark. Of course. We know that. But there is also, in 
city after city, a very substantial backlog of applications for exist- 
ing housing. 

All you are saying is that if you give a priority to those replaced, 
they may be able to get in, and people who have been on the list, per- 
haps for years, will not. Is that all your statement means ¢ 

Mr. Mason. Senator, this is true that there are continually new 
people wanting public ‘housing. But, let me also add that many of 
our cities do have public housing which they can build now under 
annual contribution contracts. 

Senator Ciark. Did you say they cannot build? 

Mr. Mason. They can build. 

Senator Ciark. Can build, yes. But also all of these cities which 
are coming into the urban renewal program and which are being 
affected only within the last year or two by the public highway pro- 
gram and which do not have public housing units, but which will need 
them because of these progr: ns, are just ‘hot going to be able to get 
them under your plan, will the 

Mr. Mason. We certainly ia eloped this with Senator Sparkman 
last Thursday on = score. 

Senator CLark. I do not want to labor. it any further. 

One final matter, Mr. Mason, I want to : ask you or your assistants 
to give very careful thought and to reconsider whether you are not 
willing to turn loose publically this memorandum which you gave 
me, as a Senator, entitled, “Desirable and Undesirable Fe atures of 
the Housing Act of 1959,” which you said you furnished the White 
House. I ask you to reconsider for two reasons. 

In the first place, it is a personal matter to you. This memorandum 
puts you, I think, in a far better light wth the public than this letter, 
with its enclosures, you wrote Senator Dirksen. I should think you 
would want the American people to know you gave the President a 
pretty objective report on this bill, whereas, from where I sit, you 
gave Senator Dirksen a pretty biased represent: ition. 

The second reason is that we have just called your information 
office and asked them if they had available any more copies of this 
memorandum. They said they would send five of them up right 
away. I imagine it is generally public information. I think if the 
call had been made by anybody else, they would have given them five 
copies. 

I want to suggest to you the wisdom of reversing your field and 
letting us put this in the record. I think it is going to help your cause 
in the long run. } 

Mr. Mason. Senator Clark, let me say, number one, that I am not 
here looking for any personal advantage myself. 
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Senator CrarK. This is not an easy committee before which to get 
it. 

Mr. Mason. We will furnish, within reason, to any Senator almost 
anything he asks for. We try very hard in our agency to live in a way 
where we can do this. I think this is a proper part of running a 
Government agency. 

But my advice is that, since this was a document that was sent to 
the White House for this purpose, I am not supposed to make it a 
part of a public record. 

Senator Crark. If this is not generally available to the public, 
you are correct. I suggest you take another look at it. I suggest, in 
fact, you will find that anybody who wants it can get it by asking for 
it. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SparKMAN. Senator Bush ¢ 

Senator Busu. Nothing. 

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Mason, there is one thing I want to ask you 
in ‘order that we may be clear on this. That is on the FHA insur- 
ance authorization. We are in fiscal 1960 right now. 

Of course, I realize your latest recommendation is that the ceiling 
be lifted, but just assuming, for the sake of the argument, that it is 
not going to be done. Could you give us the amount that you would 
recommend if we do this on a yearly basis?. Could you give it for 1 
year, for 2 years ? 

Mr. Mason. Yes, Senator. But, before this, might I ask that we 
present to the record this information ? Senator Bush presented 
some public housing information on two cities. We have the others 
that were — talked about, if it would be proper. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. We would be glad to have it. 

Mr. Mason. If I could have the committee have this information. 
Senator SparKMAN. Fine. 

(The document referred to follows :) 
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Senator Sparkman. Would you 
S. 571, as I recall, carried a total of 
right ? 

fr. Mason. For this year, because of the backlog that we got into, 
we suggested that we should have $5 billion at some midperiod, and 
I believe the recommendation was September 30. 

Senator Sparkman. Of course, whatever we authorize, we make it 
available immediately upon enactment. 

Mr. Mason. And $5 billion beyond that. 

Senator SparkMan. I see. The first $5 billion would be to clean 
up the backlog ? 

Mr. Mason. That is right. 

Senator SparKMAN. And $5 billion to continue until used up? 

Mr. Mason. Yes; and the original $5 billion, if the committee 
wished, might expire on some early date. So it would be used as 
the committee would understand for the backlog. 

Senator SparKMAN. To clean up the commitments? 

Mr. Mason. Yes. 

Senator Sparkman. If we went still another year, would you sug- 
gest $5 billion for beyond that ? 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman, we have had, certainly, a poor 
practice, or a poor experience, in doing this estimating. But Con- 
gress is here much of the year, and I think a $5 billion authorization 
probably would cover this. 

As you well know, there are many factors that govern the use of 
the Federal housing program, the increased use of the Veterans’ 
Administration program now, and the new action by the Congress may 
make some difference in the amount of FHA that is used. I just 
point this out as one example. 

Senator SparKMAN. I wonder if, for the record, and remember we 
are closing it this afternoon, so this would have to be done today, 
and if it is too big a job, I will not ask it, you could give us a table 
that shows just where you stand with reference to FHA insurance 
authorization. 

Mr. Mason. I am sure this could be done and before 4 o’clock. Is 
that ample ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. We will get it there sooner if we can, Senator Spark- 
man. 

Senator Sparkman. Midnight would do, except I would hate to 
keep the staff up until midnight. He says tomorrow would be all 
right if we get it in the morning. Of course, if we get it this after- 
noon, that is better. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


ive us some suggestion as to the 
$10 billion for 2 years. Is that 


FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


The following table shows the status of the section 217 FHA general mortgage 
insurance authorization as of June 30, 1959: 


Millions 
eo 5 cpttsapasennnhnaiaialenninennsnsmesanamtae bis So $29, 784. 0 
I HE RG oe bceetteddd SOs wie naddemdtne cote Sicee ta 25, 956. 5 
rrierbenmnRlenes comm Cet asin tinsel eho tint cei cnn encenaes 2, 574. 0 
I icinlitcin 28, 580. 5 
a  seccisthiondaciuaninninemivemeneat 1, 253. 5 


1 Preliminary. 
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At the same date an aggregate of $4,398.5 million in agreements to insure was 
outstanding. These agreements to insure are qualified for conversion to com- 
mitments which would be chargeable against the authorization whenever an 
owner-account mortgagor is submitted for FHA review if insurance authoriza- 
tion is available at that time. 

Net use of the insurance authorization amounted to $230 million during June 
and can be expected to equal or exceed that ansount for the next few months. 


Senator SparkMAN. I have some correspondence here, a letter from 
Senator Hart with reference to the legislation, enclosing some corre- 
spondence. He would like to have that inserted in the record. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
July 31, 1959. 
Senator JoHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator: As a cosponsor of S. 57, I am as you know, deeply interested in 
seeing enacted into law a bill that is a positive and constructive step toward 
meeting the Nation’s housing needs. This I believe 8S. 57 to be. 

Enclosed are copies of telegrams from groups in Michigan which are urging 
me to do what I can to assist in overriding the President’s veto. These tele- 
grams come from— 

1. Lester Kaufman, busines representative, painters’ local 42. 

2. J. R. Van Pelt, president, Michigan Colege of Mining and Technology. 

3. Local 817, painters, John Michelin, president. 

4. Mayor Robert Paterson, Port Huron, Mich. 

I would appreciate your making these messages a part of the record of the 
present hearings before your subcommittee. 

Sincerely, 
Pump A. Hart. 


HovuGuHtTon, Micn., July 9, 1959. 
Senator Puiuip A. Harr, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


President’s veto of housing bill, July 7, will have serious effects on Michigan 
Tech unless overridden or counteracted by new bill containing substantially 
similar provisions for college housing. Our married student project, the first 
of its kind at Michigan Tech could not stand material change in interest rates 
or other burdens and is urgently needed at earliest possible date. 


J. R. VAN Perr, 
President, Michigan College of Mining and Technology. 


Derroit, Micu., July 10, 1959. 
Senator Puiuip A. Hart, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The officers and members of Painters Local 42, AFL-CIO, Detroit, Mich., 
respectfully urge you to use your good office to override the President’s veto 
of the recent housing bill for the best interests of all the people. 

LESTER KAUFMAN, 
Business Representative, Painters Local 42. 


MARQUETTE, Micn., July 14, 1959. 
Hon, Puivip Hart, 


U.8. Senator, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


We urge passage of housing bill. Request your support in overriding presi- 
dential veto. 


JOHN MICHELIN, 
President, Painters Local 817. 
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Port Huron, Micu., July 23, 1959. 
Senator PHivip Hart, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Re city commission desires passage on S. 57. Compromise proposals will 
separate housing measures from urban renewal which would be unworkable at 
the local level. 

Rosert Paterson, Mayor. 

Senator Sparkman. I do not want to provoke any discussion on 
this but, Senator Bush, there is one thing I do want to call attention 
to in connection with the insertion that you made this morning about 
the 

Senator Busu. Long-term cost ? 

Senator Sparkman. Yes; of housing. I will call attention to the 
fact that that contains a couple of items that I think I would ques- 
tion belonging to what we usually refer to as housing programs. 

For instance, there is a liquidation of certain expired pane 
which include war housing, emergency defense housing, Alaskan hous- 
ing, prefabricated housing loans, which were made, I presume, 
through the RFC in that old program which never was a part of the 
regular FHA program, and also Atomic Energy Commission housing, 
which never was a part of our program, and public works and various 
things under footnote B that I think we ought to have in mind. 

The biggest deficit item on this table is item No. 9—cost of war 
housing, defense community facilities, and similar programs, amount- 
ing to a net cost of $1.607 billion. If this amount were not included, 
the Federal Government over the years would have a net surplus of 
$574.2 million. The total of the various items in Senator Bush’s table 
would be a deficit of $1,033.4 million. 

As I say, I do not want to provoke any argument because it is get- 
ting rather late, and I am ready to close the hearings. 

Mr. Mason. Senator Sparkman ? 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, Mr. Mason? 

Mr. Mason. Talking about this, and off the record, please. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator SpaRKMAN. It is interesting. It reveals a lot to those who 
understand, but gives a very distorted picture to those who do not. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Mason. 

(The following was received for the record :) 

Senator SparKMAN. Do any of the rest of you have anything to 
add ? 

If not, the committee stands adjourned, and we will meet in execu- 
tive session Tuesday at 10 o’clock. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(Whereupon, at 12:57 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned.) 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D.C., July 31, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Committee on Banking and Currency, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. ‘ 


My Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: I would like to express my personal appreciation to 
you for the manner in which you conducted the hearings during my presentation 
of the Bureau of the Budget’s role in connection with the recently vetoed housing 
legislation. , 

Since my appearance before the committee I have noted reference in the press 
to the interpretation of my statement as to the Bureau’s role as implying that 
the Bureau of the Budget had no part whatsoever in the matter. : . 
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My statement with reference to the Bureau’s part in the veto message was 
correct. I think that you are aware, however, of the Bureau's usual, role in 
coordinating agency reports to the President on enrolled enactments, 

The Bureau, by direction of the President, obtains the views and recommenda- 
tions of the interested agencies on these bills. The Bureau reviews, assemblies, 
and summarizes the agency recommendations and transmits this material, in- 
cluding any proposed veto messages or signing statements, to the White House for 
the President’s consideration. During the process, the Bureau contributes factual 
data and drafting assistance to the White House, as the circumstances require. 
Final review and preparation of final texts of veto messages or statements, of 
course, take place in the White House. 

This is the procedure that was followed in processing the housing bill, S. 57. 

If you feel it useful, I would have no objection if this letter were inserted in 
the record of the hearings at the place of my testimony. 

Sincerely yours, 


Ermer B, Staats, Deputy Director. 


x 








